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LECTURE 

PURE  LOGIC.  i^C  ROMA  )<i 


PART  II. — METHODOLOGY. 
SECTION  I. — METHOD  IN  GENERAL. 


SECTION  II. — METHOD  IN  SPECIAL,  OR  LOGICAL 
METHODOLOGY. 


I. — DOCTRINE  OP  DEFINITION. 

Gentlemen, — We  concluded,  in  our  last  Lecture,  the  lect. 

' XXIV 

consideration  of  Syllogisms,  viewed  as  Incorrect  or  ^ 

False  ; in  other  words,  the  doctrine  of  Fallacies,  in  so 
far  as  the  fallacy  lies  within  a single  syllogism.  This, 
however,  you  will  notice,  does  not  exhaust  the  consider- 
ation of  fallacy  in  general,  for  there  arc  various  species 
of  false  reasoning  which  may  affect  a whole  train  of 
syllogisms.  These, — of  which  the  Petitio  Principii, 
the  Ignoratio  Elenchi,  the  Circulus,  and  the  Saltus  in 
Concludende,  are  the  principal, — will  be  appropriately 
considered  in  the  sequel,  when  we  come  to  treat  of  the 
Doctrine  of  Probation.  With  Fallacies  terminated 
the  one  Great  Division  of  Pure  Logic, — the  Doctrine 
of  Elements,  or  Stoicheiology, — and  I open  the  other 

VOL.  II.  A 
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2 LECTURES  ON  LOGIC. 

LECT.  Great  Division, — the  Doctrine  of  Method,  or  Method- 

XXIV 

1 ology, — with  the  following  paragraph. 

Pm.  I.XXX.  IF  LXXX.  A Science  is  a complement  of  cog- 

gcDcrai,  nitions,  having,  in  point  of  Form,  the  character 

of  Logical  Perfection ; in  point  of  Matter,  the 
character  of  Eeal  Truth. 

The  constituent  attributes  of  Logical  Perfec- 
tion arc  the  Perspicuity,  the  Completeness,  the 
Harmony,  of  Knowledge.  But  the  Perspicuity, 
Completeness,  and  Harmony  of  our  cognitions 
are,  for  the  human  mind,  possible  only  through 
Method. 

Method  in  general  denotes  a procedure  in  the 
treatment  of  an  object,  conducted  according  to 
determinate  rules.  Method  in  reference  to  Sci- 
ence, denotes,  therefore,  the  arrangement  and  ela- 
boration of  cognitions  according  to  definite  rules, 
with  the  view  of  conferring  on  these  a Logical 
Perfection.  The  Methods  by  which  we  proceed 
in  the  treatment  of  the  objects  of  our  knowledge 
are  two ; or  rather  Method,  considered  in  its  in- 
tegrity, consists  of  two  processes, — Analysis  and 
Synthesis. 

I.  The  Analytic  or  Regressive ; — in  which,  de- 
parting from  the  individual  and  the  determined, 
we  ascend  always  to  the  more  and  more  general, 
in  order  finally  to  attain  to  ultimate  princiides. 

II.  The  Synthetic  or  Progressive  ; — in  which 
we  depart  from  principles  or  universals,  and  from 
those  descend  to  the  determined  and  the  indi- 
vidual. 

Through  the  former  we  investigate  and  ascer- 
tain the  reality  of  the  several  objects  of  science ; 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC. 


3 


through  the  latter  we  connect  the  fragments  of  lect. 
our  knowledge  into  the  unity  of  a system.  — 


In  its  Stoicheiology  or  Doctrine  of  Elements,  Logic 
considers  the  conditions  of  possible  thought ; for  PoMibiUty 
thought  can  only  be  exerted  under  the  general  laws 
of  Identity,  Contradiction,  Excluded  Middle,  arid  Rea- 
son and  Consequent,  and  through  the  general  forms 
of  Concepts,  Judgments,  and  Reasonings.  These, 
therefore,  may  be  said  to  constitute  the  Elements  of 
thought.  But  we  may  consider  thought  not  merely 
as  existing,  but  as  existing  well ; that  is,  we  may 
consider  it  not  only  in  its  possibility,  but  in  its  per- 
fection : and  this  perfection,  in  so  far  as  it  is  depen- 
dent on  the  form  of  thinking,  is  as  much  the  object- 
matter  of  Logic  as  the  mere  possibility  of  thinking. 

Now  that  part  of  Logic  which  is  conversant  with  the 
Perfection, — with  the  Well-being,  of  thought,  is  the 
Doctrine  of  Method, — Methodology. 

Method  in  general  is  the  regulated  procedure  to-  Mcthd  in 
wards  a certain  end ; that  is,  a progress  governed  by 
rules  which  guide  us  by  the  shortest  way  straight 
towards  a certain  point,  and  guard  us  against  devi- 
ous aberrations.®  Now  the  end  of  thought  is  truth, — 
knowledge, — science, — expressions  which  may  here  be 
considered  as  convertible.  Science  may,  therefore,  whS!'*’ 


a [On  Method,  aee  Alex.  Aphrod., 
In  Anal,  Prior.,  f.  3 b,  Aid.  1520; 
Ammonias,  In  Proom.  Porphijrii,  f. 
21  b.  Aid.  1546  ; Philoponus,  In  An. 
Prior.,  f.  4;  In  An.  Post.,  f.  04; 
Eostntins,  In  An.  Pott.,  IT.  1 b,  S3b. 
See  also  Molimens,  Zabarella,  Nun- 
ncaios,  Timpler,  Downam.]  [Mo- 
linsus,  Logiea,  L h.,  Methodo, 
p.  245  ei  seq.  Zabarella,  Optra  Lo- 
gka,  Dt  ifethodit,  L.  i.  c.  2,  p.  134. 


Peter  John  Nanneaius,  Dt  Constiln- 
(tone  ArtU  Dialcetiat,  p.  43  et  aeq., 
ed.  1554,  with  relative  commentary. 
Timpler,  Syttema  Logicas,  L.  iv.  o. 
viii.  p.  716  et  tcq.  0.  Downam,  Com- 
mentarii  in  P,  Kami  Dialecticam,  L. 
ii.  c.  17,  p.  472  ei  teq.  On  the  dis- 
tinction between  Method  and  Order, 
see  Lectures  on  Metap/iyiies,  vol.  i. 
lect.  vi.  p.  %,  and  note. — Ed.]' 
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and  ft)'n- 
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be  regarded  as  the  perfection  of  thought,  and  to  the 
accomplishment  of  this  perfection  the  Methodology  of 
Lo<nc  must  be  accommodated  and  conducive.  But 

O 

Science,  that  is,  a system  of  true  or  certain  know- 
ledge, supposes  two  conditions.  Of  these  the  first 
has  a relation  to  the  knowing  subject,  and  supposes 
that  what  is  known  is  known  clearly  and  distinctly, 
completely,  and  in  connection.  The  second  has  a 
relation  to  the  objects  known,  and  supposes  that 
what  is  known  has  a true  or  real  existence.  The 
former  of  these  constitutes  the  Formal  Perfection  of 
science,  the  latter  is  the  Material. 

Now,  as  Logic  is  a science  exclusively  conversant 
about  the  form  of  thought,  it  is  evident  that  of  these 
two  conditions, — of  these  two  elements,  of  science  or 
perfect  thinking.  Logic  can  only  take  into  account 
the  formal  perfection,  which  may,  therefore,  be  distinc- 
tively denominated  the  logical  perfection  of  thought. 
Logical  Methodology  will,  therefore,  be  the  exposition 
of  the  rules  and  ways  by  which  we  attain  the  formal 
or  logical  perfection  of  thought. 

But  Method,  considered  in  general, — considered  in 
its  unrestricted  universality, — consists  of  two  processes, 
correlative  and  complementary  of  each  other.  For 
it  proceeds  either  from  the  whole  to  the  parts,  or  fiom 
the  parts  to  the  whole.  As  proceeding  from  the  whole 
to  the  parts,  that  is,  as  resolving,  as  unloosing,  a com- 
plex totality  into  its  constituent  elements,  it  is  Ana- 
lytic ; as  proceeding  from  the  parts  to  the  whole,  that 
is,  as  recomposing  constituent  elements  into  their 
complex  totality,  it  is  Synthetic.  These  two  processes 
are  not,  in  strict  propriety,  two  several  methods,  but 
together  constitute  only  a single  method.  Each  alone 
is  imjwrfect ; — each  is  conditioned  or  consummated  by 
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the  other : and,  as  I formerly  observed,**  Analysis  and  lect. 

Synthesis  are  as  necessary  to  themselves  and  to  the ^ 

life  of  science  as  expiration  and  inspiration  in  connec- 
tion are  necessary  to  each  other  and  to  the  possibility 
of  animal  existence. 

It  is  here  proper  to  make  you  aware  of  the  confusion  Confmion 

. . regard  to 

which  prevails  in  regard  to  the  application  of  the  terms  the 
Analysis  and  Synthesis.^  It  is  manifest,  in  general,  toms  Ane- 
from  the  meaning  of  the  words,  that  the  term  analysis  i^ynthesis. 
can  only  be  applied  to  the  separation  of  a whole  into 
its  parts,  and  that  the  term  synthesis  can  only  be  ap- 
plied to  the  collection  of  parts  into  a whole.  So  far, 
no  ambiguity  is  possible, — no  room  is  left  for  abuse. 

But  you  are  aware  that  there  are  different  kinds  ofTheMcoun- 
wholes  and  parts ; and  that  some  of  the  wholes,  like  •»  gppi>od 
the  whole  of  Comprehension  (called  also  the  Metor  ust^o\ci 
physical),  and  the  whole  of  Extension  (called  also  hension  u>d 

, r • 7 • 1 • .<.11  Estonsion, 

the  Logical),  are  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  each  other,  so  correspond 
that  what  in  the  one  is  a part  is  necessarily  in  the  otw. 


a See  Leelures  on  Metaphysics,  vot 

i.  p.  99. — Ed. 

a [ZabarelU,  Opera  Logica,  Liber 
de  Segresm,  pp,  481,  489.  See  also, 
In  Anal.  Post.,  L.  ii.  text  81,  pp. 
1212,  1213.  Moliiiieua,  Logica,  L. 

ii.  Appendix,  p.  241  et  seq.,  who  no- 
tioes  that  both  the  Analytic  and 
Synthetic  order  may  proceed  from 
the  general  to  the  |iarticiilar.  See 
also  to  the  same  elTect  HofTbaner, 
iiber  die  Analysis  in  dcr  Philoeophie, 
p.  41  el  seq.,  Halle,  1810;  Gamendi, 
Physica,  Sectio  iii.  Memb.  Poet.,  L. 
ix. , Opera,  t.  ii.  p.  460 ; Victorin, 
Newe  natUrlichere  Darstellung  der 
Logit,  § 214;  Trendelenburg,  Ele- 
menta  Logiees  Arisloteliece,  p.  89; 
Troxler,  Logik,  ii.  p.  100,  n.** ; 
Kmg,  Logik,  § 114,  p.  406,  n.'*, 
and  § 120,  p.  431.  Wytteubach 


makes  Synthetic  method  progress 
from  particulars  to  nniversals ; other 
logicians  generally  the  reverse.] — 
[See  his  Prascepta  Phil.  Logica,  P. 
III.  c.  i.  § 3,  p.  84,  ed.  1781 : “ Men- 
tem  snapte  natura  Synthcticam  Me- 
thodum  seqni,  atqne  ad  idea.<!  nnirer- 
sales  pervenire.  , . , Contrari- 
urn  est  iter  Analytics  Hethodi,  qum 
ab  nniveisalibns  initium  ducit  et 
ad  peculiaria  progreditur,  dividendo 
Genera  in  snas  Formas.”  “Contra 
communem  sensum  et  verbomm  na> 
turam,  Syntheticam  vocant  Method- 
urn,  qnx  'dividit,  Analyticam  contra, 
qnm  oomponit.”  Pnef.  sub.  fin.  In 
the  edition  of  the  Prcecepta  by  Maass, 
Wyttenbach  is  made  to  say  precisely 
the  reverse  of  what  he  lays  down  in 
the  original  edition.— See  Prac.  Phil. 
Log.,  Maass,  p.  64. — Ed.] 
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LECT.  other  a whole.  It  is  evident,  then,  that  the  counter 

L processes  of  Analysis  and  Synthesis,  as  applied  to  these 

counter  wholes  and  parts,  should  fall  into  one  or  cor- 
respond ; inasmuch  as  each  in  the  one  quantity  should 
bo  diametrically  opposite  to  itself  in  the  other.  Thus 
Analysis  as  applied  to  Comprehension,  is  the  reverse 
process  of  Analysis  as  applied  to  Extension,  but  a 
corresponding  process  with  Synthesis ; and  vice  versa. 
Now,  should  it  happen  that  the  existence  and  opposi- 
tion of  the  two  quantities  are  not  considered, — that 
men,  viewing  the  whole  of  Extension  or  the  whole  of 
Comprehension,  each  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other, 
must  define  Analysis  and  Synthesis  with  reference 
to  that  single  quantity  which  they  exclusively  take 
Honeo  iiio  iuto  account ; — on  this  supposition,  I say,  it  is  mani- 
aiyusana  fcst  that,  if  difl[“erent  philosophers  regard  difierent 

SjulhaiU  , , . . '■  ,1  7 • 

lucJ  in  a wholes  or  quantities,  we  may  have  the  terms  analysts 
KMo.  and  synthesis  absolutely  used  by  difierent  philosophers 
in  a contrary  or  reverse  sense.  And  this  has  actually 
happened.  The  ancients,  in  general,  looking  alone  to 
the  whole  of  Extension,  use  the  terms  analysis  and 
atialytic  simply  to  denote  a division  of  the  genus  into 
species, — of  the  species  into  individuals ; the  moderns, 
on  the  other  hand,  in  general,  looking  only  at  the 
whole  of  Comprehension,  employ  these  terms  to  express 
a resolution  of  the  individual  into  its  various  attri- 
butes.® But  though  the  contrast  in  this  respect 
between  the  ancients  and  modems  holds  in  general, 
still  it  is  exposed  to  sundry  exceptions;  for,  in  both 
periods,  there  are  philosophers  found  at  the  same  game 
of  cross-purposes  with  their  contemporaries  as  the 
ancients  and  modems  in  general  are  with  each  other. 

a [See  Ariatotle,  Phytica,  L.  iv.  ii.  o.  i.  qu.  11,  p.  248.] 
c.  3.  Timplor,  Logica  Syslcma,  L. 
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This  difference,  which  has  never,  so  far  as  I know,  been  lect. 

fully  observed  and  stated,  is  the  cause  of  great  con — ^ 

fusion  and  mistake.  It  is  proper,  therefore,  when  we 
use  these  terms,  to  use  them  not  in  exclusive  relation 
to  one  whole  more  than  to  another ; and  at  the  same 
time  to  take  care  that  we  guard  against  the  misappre- 
hension that  might  arise  from  the  vague  and  one-sided 
view  which  is  now  universally  prevalent.  So  much 
for  the  meaning  of  the  words  analytic  and  synthetic, 
which,  by  the  way,  I may  notice,  are,  like  most  of  our 
logical  terms,  taken  from  Geometry." 

The  Synthetic  Method  is  likewise  called  the  Pro- The  syntia- 
gressive ; the  Analytic  is  called  the  Regressive.  Now 
it  is  plain  that  this  application  of  the  terms  progressive 
and  regressive  is  altogether  arbitrary.  For  the  import 
of  these  words  expresses  a relation  to  a certain  point  rh^arg. 
of  departure, — a tei'niinus  a quo,  and  to  a certain  point  ^^oi“ubi- 
of  termination, — a termimis  ad  quern ; and  if  these 
have  only  an  arbitrary  existence,  the  correlative  words  *pp**““*“- 
will,  consequently,  only  be  of  an  arbitrary  application. 

But  it  is  manifest  that  the  point  of  departure, — the 
point  from  which  the  Progressive  process  starts, — may 
be  either  the  concrete  realities  of  our  experience, — the 
principiata, — the  notiora  nobis ; or  the  abstract  gen- 
eralities of  intelligence, — the  principia, — the  notiora 
natura.  Each  of  these  has  an  equal  right  to  be  re- 
garded as  the  starting-point.  The  Analytic  process  is 
chronologically  first  in  the  order  of  knowledge,  and 
we  may,  therefore,  reasonably  call  it  the  progressive, 
as  starting  from  the  primary  data  of  our  observation. 

On  the  other  hand  the  Synthetic  process,  as  following 


a See  above,  vol.  i.  p.  279,  n.  S.  ix.  c.  6 ; Philopomu,  In  An.  FoU., 
— Eu.  [On  the  Analysia  of  Ueome-  f.  36  a,  Venet.  1534.] 
try,  see  Plotinus,  JSimead.,  iv.  L. 
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the  order  of  constitution,  is  first  in  the  order  of  nature, 
and  we  may,  therefore,  likewise  reasonably  call  it  the 
“progressive,  as  starting  from  the  primary  elements  of 
existence.  The  application  of  these  terms  as  syno- 
nyms of  the  analytic  and  synthetic  processes,  is,  as 
wholly  arbitrary,  manifestly  open  to  confusion  and 
contradiction.  And  such  has  been  the  casa  I find 
that  the  philosophers  are  as  much  at  cross-purposes  in 
their  application  of  these  terms  to  the  Analytic  and 
Synthetic  processes,  as  in  the  application  of  analysis 
and  synthesis  to  the  difiFerent  wholes. 

In  general,  however,  both  in  ancient  and  modem 
times,  Synthesis  has  been  called  the  Progressive, 


In  gonoral, 

Synthctii 
Lu  beos 

Analysis  the  Regressive,  process ; an  application  of 
.iv«,  and  lias  probably  taken  its  rise  from  a pas- 


AnAlviU 

the 


essire 

'rocesi. 


Method  in 
spocinL 


sage  in  Aristotle,  who  says,  that  there  are  two  ways 
of  scientific  procedure, — the  one  from  principles  (aTro 
roiv  apxwv),  the  other  to  principles  (cttI  rds  dp)(as.) 
From  this  and  from  another  similar  passage  in 
Plato  (?)  the  term  progressive  has  been  applied  to  the 
process  of  Comprehensive  Synthesis,  {progrediendi  a 
principiis  ad  principiata),  the  term  regressive,  to  the 
process  of  Comprehensive  Analysis,  {progrediendi  a 
piincipiatis  ad  pnncij>ia)'^ 

So  much  for  the  general  relations  of  Method  to 
thought,  and  the  general  constituents  of  Method  itself. 
It  now  remains  to  consider  what  are  the  particular 


a Eth.  Kic.,  L 2 (4).  The  refer- 
ence to  Plato,  whom  AriatoUe  men- 
tions as  making  a similar  distinction , 
is  probably  to  be  found  by  compar- 
ing two  separate  passagea  in  the 
liepuUic,  B.  iv.  p.  4^  vi.  p.  604. — 
Ed.  [Plato  is  said  to  have  tanght 
Analysis  to  Leodamus  the  Thasian. 
See  Laertius,  L.  iiL  24,  and  Proclus, 


quoted  in  Is.  Casaubon's  note.  On 
Uio  views  of  Method  of  Aristotle  and 
Plato,  see  Scheibler  and  Downam.] 
[Scheiblcr,  Oj>era  Logica,  Pars  iv., 
Traci.  Syllog.,  c.  xviii.,  Dc  McOwdo, 
tit.  7,  p.  603.  Dosmam,  Comm,  in 
P.  Eami  Dialecticam,  L.  ii.  c.  17, 
p.  482.— Ed.] 
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applications  of  Method,  by  which  Logic  accomplishes 
the  Formal  Perfection  of  thought.  In  doing  this,  it  is 
evident  that,  if  the  formal  perfection  of  thought  is 
made  up  of  various  virtues.  Logic  must  accommodate 
its  method  to  the  acquisition  of  these  in  detail ; and 
that  the  various  processes  by  which  these  several 
virtues  are  acquired,  will  in  their  union  constitute  the 
system  of  Logical  Methodology.  On  this  I give  you 
a paragraph. 


t LXXXI.  The  Formal  Perfection  of  thought 
is  mode  up  of  the  three  virtues  or  characters  : — 
1”,  Of  Clearness;  2°,  Of  Distinctness,  involving 
Completeness ; and,  3°,  Of  Harmony.  The  char- 
acter of  Clearness  depends  principally  on  the  de- 
termination of  the  Comprehension  of  our  notions ; 
the  character  of  Distinctness  depends  principally 
on  the  development  of  the  Extension  of  our 
notions  ; and  the  character  of  Harmony,  on  the 
mutual  Concatenation  of  our  notions.  The  rules 
by  which  these  three  conditions  are  fulfilled,  con- 
stitute the  Three  Parts  of  Logical  Methodology. 
Of  these,  the  first  constitutes  the  Doctrine  of 
Definition ; the  second,  the  Doctrine  of  Division ; 
and  the  third,  the  Doctrine  of  Probation.'* 


a Krug,  Logik,  § 121  a. — Ed.  [Ra- 
mus was  the  first  to  introduce  Me- 
thod as  a part  of  Logie  under  Syllo- 
gistic, (see  \aa  DUtUMca,  L.  ii.  o.  17), 
and  the  Port  Royalists  ( 1662)  made 
it  a fourth  part  of  logic.  See  La 
Logigue  ou  VArt  de  Penaer,  Frem. 
Dis. , p.  26,  pp.  47,  60 ; Quat.  Part., 
p.  446  et  $eq.  ed.  1775.  Gassendi,  in 
his  InstUutio  Logica,  has  Pars  iv., 
De  Methodo.  He  died  in  1666 ; his 
Logie  appeared  posthumously  in 
1668.  John  of  Damascus  speaks 


strongly  of  Method  in  his  Dialeetie, 
ch.  68,  and  makes  four  special  logi- 
cal methods.  Division,  Definition, 
Analysis,  Demonstration.  Eusta- 
ohius  treats  of  Method  under  Judg- 
ment, and  Scheibler  under  Syllogis- 
tic.] [Eustaohins,  Summa  l%ilo$o- 
phioe,  Logica,  P.  ii.  Tract  2.  De 
Methodo,  p.  106,  ed.  Lugd.  Batav., 
1747.  First  edition,  1609.  Scheib- 
ler, Opera  Logica,  Pars  iv.  c.  xviii. 
p.  596  et  aeq. — Ed.] 


LECT. 
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Par.  LXXXI. 
Logical 
Method- 
ology, — its 
Three  Parts. 
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LECT.  “ When  we  turn  attention  on  our  thoughts,  and 

XXiV  ® * 

1-  deal  with  them  to  the  end  that  they  may  be  consti- 

Expiica-  tutej  into  a scientific  whole,  we  must  perform  a three- 
fold operation.  We  must,  first  of  all,  consider  what 
we  think,  that  is,  what  is  comprehended  in  a thought. 
In  the  second  place,  we  must  consider  how  many 
things  we  think  of,  that  is,  to  how  many  objects  the 
thought  extends  or  reaches,  that  is,  how  many  are 
conceived  under  it.  In  the  third  place,  we  must  con- 
sider why  we  think  so  and  so,  and  not  in  any  other 
maimer ; in  other  words,  how  the  thoughts  are  bound 
together  as  reasons  and  consequents.  The  first  con- 
sideration, therefore,  regards  the  comprehension ; the 
second,  the  extension  ; the  third,  the  concatenation  of 
our  thoughts.  But  the  comprehension  is  ascertained 
by  definitions ; the  extension  by  divisions ; and  the 
concatenation  by  probations.  ” “ We  jirocecd,  therefore, 
to  consider  these  Three  Parts  of  Logical  Methodology 
in  detail ; and  first,  of  Declaration  or  Definition,  in 
regard  to  which  I give  the  following  paragrapL 

Pm.lxxxii.  H LXXXII.  How  to  make  a notion  Clear,  is 
triuo  of  Do-  shown  by  the  logical  doctrine  of  Declaration,  or 

Definition  in  its  wider  sense.  A Declaration,  (or 
Definition  in  its  wider  sense),  is  a Categorical 
Proposition,  consisting  of  two  clauses  or  members, 
viz.  of  a Subject  Defined  {membrwtn  definitum), 
and  of  the  Defining  Attributes  of  the  subject,  that 
is,  those  by  which  it  is  distinguished  from  other 
things  {memhrmi  definiem).  This  latter  mem- 
ber really  contains  the  Definition,  and  is  often 
itself  so  denominated.  Simple  notions,  as  con- 

a Krug,  Loyik,  § 121  a. — Ed. 
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taining  no  plurality  of  attributes,  are  incapable  lect. 
of  definition.  “ 

The  terms  declaration  and  definition,  which  are  here 
used  as  applicable  to  the  same  process,  express  it, 
however,  in  different  aspects.  The  term  declaration  oesni- 
(declaratio)  is  a word  somewhat  vaguely  employed  in 
English ; it  is  here  used  strictly  in  its  proper  sense  of 
thromng  light  upon, — cleaniig  up.  The  term  defini- 
tion (definitio)  is  employed  in  a more  general,  and  in 
a more  special,  signification.  Of  the  latter  we  are  soon 
to  speak.  At  present,  it  is  used  simply  in  the  meaning 
of  an  enclosing  within  limits, — the  separating  a thing 
from  others.  Were  the  term  declaration  not  of  so  vague 
and  vacillating  a sense,  it  would  be  better  to  employ  it 
alone  in  the  more  general  acceptation,  and  to  reserve 
the  term  definition  for  the  special  signification. 

U LXXXIII.  The  process  of  Definition  is  pw.lxxxiii. 
founded  on  the  logical  relations  of  Subordination,  iniutinctor 
Co-ordination,  and  Congruence.  To  this  end  we  wh^.’ 
discriminate  the  constituent  characters  of  a no- 
tion into  the  Essential,  or  those  which  belong  to 
it  in  its  unrestricted  universality,  and  the  Unes- 
sential, or  those  which  belong  to  some  only  of 
its  species.  The  Essential  are  again  discrim- 
inated into  Original  and  Derivative,  a division 
which  coincides  with  that  into  Internal  or  Pro- 
per, and  External.  In  giving  the  sum  of  the 
original  characters  constituent  of  a notion,  con- 
sists its  Definition  in  the  stricter  sense.  A De- 
finition in  the  stricter  sense  must  consequently 

a Krug,  Logik,  § 121  b. — Ed. 
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L^.  afford  at  least  two,  and  properly  only  two,  ori- 
^ ginal  characters,  viz.  that  of  the  Genus  imme- 
diately superior  {genus  proadmum),  and  that  of 
the  Difference  by  which  it  is  itself  marked  out 
from  its  co-ordinates  as  a distinct  species  (noto 
specialist  differentia  specifica.)" 

E*piic»-  Declarations,  (or  definitions  in  the  wider  sense),  ob- 
v^ou«  tain  various  denominations,  according  as  the  process 
D^i^ion.  is  performed  in  different  manners  and  degrees.  A 
fcpiic*-  Declaration  is  called  an  Explication  {explicatio),  when 
the  predicate  or  defining  member  indeterminately 
evolves  only  some  of  the  characters  belonging  to  the 
ExpMitioa.  subject.  It  is  called  an  Exposition  (expositio),  when 
the  evolution  of  a notion  is  continued  through  several 
DeKTiption.  explications.  It  is  called  a Description  (descriptio), 
when  the  subject  is  made  known  through  a number  of 
DeHnition  coucrcte  characteristics.  Finally,  it  is  called  a Deff,- 
proper.  Proper,  when,  as  I have  said,  two  of  the  essen- 

tial and  original  attributes  of  the  defined  subject  are 
given,  whereof  the  one  is  common  to  it  with  the 
various  species  of  the  same  genus,  and  the  other  dis- 
criminates it  from  these.  ^ 

Definition.  “ Definitions  are  distinguished  also  into  Verbal  or 
Nominal,  Real,  and  Genetic,  {definitiones  noniinales, 
reales,  geneticee),  according  as  they  are  conversant 
with  the  meaning  of  a term,  with  the  nature  of 
a thing,  or  with  its  rise  or  production.'’'  Nominal 
Definitions  are,  it  is  evident,  merely  explications. 
They  are,  therefore,  in  general  only  used  as  prelim- 
inary, in  order  to  prepare  the  way  for  more  perfect 

a [Cf.  Aristotle,  Topica,  i.  6 ; ter,  Loyik,  p.  94.] 

Keokennann,  i^ps^ema  Logica  Minus,  3 Cf.  Krug,  Logik,  § 122.— En. 

L.  i.  0.  17, — Optra,  t.  i.  pp.  199,  7 [Cf.  Reuseh,  SysUma  Logiewm, 

C56;  Schcibler,  Topica,  a.  SO  ■,  Rich-  §309e<>r//.] 
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declarations.  In  Real  Definitions  the  thing  defined  is 
considered  as  already  there,  as  existing  {tv),  and  the 
notion,  therefore,  as  given,  precedes  the  definition. 
They  are  thus  merely  analytic,  that  is,  nothing  is 
given  explicitly  in  the  predicate  or  defining  member, 
which  is  not  contained  implicitly  in  the  subject  or 
member  defined.  In  Genetic  Definitions  the  defined 
subject  is  considered  as  in  the  progress  to  be,  as  be- 
coming {yiyvofievov) ; the  notion,  therefore,  has  to  be 
made,  and  is  the  result  of  the  definition,  which  is  con- 
sequently synthetic,  that  is,  places  in  the  predicate  or 
defining  member  more  than  is  given  in  the  subject  or 
member  defined.  As  examples  of  these  three  species, 
the  following  three  definitions  of  a circle  may  suffice ; — 
1.  The  Nominal  Definition, — The  word  circle  signifies 
an  uniformly  curved  line.  2.  The  Real  Definition, — 
A circle  is  a line  returning  upon  itself,  of  which  all 
the  parts  are  equidistant  from  a given  point  3.  The 
Genetic  Definition, — A circle  is  formed  when  we  draw 
around,  and  always  at  the  same  distance  from,  a fixed 
point,  a movable  point  which  leaves  its  trace,  until 
the  termination  of  the  movement  coincides  with  the 
commencement."  It  is  to  be  observed  that  only  those 
notions  can  be  genetically  defined,  which  relate  to 
quantities  represented  in  time  and  space.  Mathema- 
tics are  principally  conversant  with  such  notions,  and 
it  is  to  be  noticed  that  the  mathematician  usually  de- 
nominates such  genetic  definitions  real  definitions, 
while  the  others  he  calls  without  distinction  nominal 
definitions.”  ^ 

The  laws  of  Definition  are  given  in  the  following 
paragraph. 

a Thu  example  is  taken,  with  $ KrnK.  Logit,  § 122.  Anm.  3; 
some  alteration,  from  Wolf,  Philo-  pp.  448,  449. — Ei>. 

Sophia  RaUomlis,  § 191. — Ed. 


LBCT. 

XXIV. 
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Par.  «XXIV. 
Dcftnitinn, 

— iU  Laws. 


IT  LXXXIV.  I.  A definition  should  be  Adequate 
(adequata),  that  is,  the  subject  defined,  and  the 
predicate  defining,  should  be  equivalent  or  of  the 
same  extension.  If  not,  the  sphere  of  the  predi- 
cate is  either  less  than  that  of  the  subject,  and 
the  definition  Too  Narrow  {angustior),  or  greater, 
and  the  definition  Too  Wide  {latior), 

II.  It  should  not  define  by  Negative  or  Divi- 
sive attributes,  {Ne  sit  negam,  ne  fiat  "per  dis- 
juncta). 

III.  It  should  not  be  Tautological, — what  is 
contained  in  the  defined,  should  not  be  repeated 
in  the  defining  clause,  {Ne  sit  circulus  vet  diaUdon 
in  definiendo). 

IV.  It  should  be  Precise,  that  is,  contain  no- 
thing unessential,  nothing  superfluous,  {Definitio 
ne  sit  abundans). 

V.  It  should  be  Perspicuous,  that  is,  couched 
in  terms  intelligible,  and  not  figurative,  but 
proper  and  compendious.® 


Expiic»-  The  First  of  these  Rules : — That  the  definition  should 

Pint  Rttio.  be  adequate,  that  is,  that  the  definiens  and  definitum 
should  be  of  the  same  extension,  is  too  manifest  to 
require  much  commentary.  Is  the  definition  too 
wide  ? — then  more  is  declared  than  ought  to  be 
declared ; is  it  too  narrow  ? — then  less  is  declared 
than  ought  to  be  declared  : — and,  in  either  case,  the 
definition  does  not  fully  accomplish  the  end  which  it 
proposes.  To  avoid  this  defect  in  definition,  we  must 
attend  to  two  conditions.  In  the  first  place,  that 

a Cf.  Krng,  Logik,  § 123. — Ed.  finitime.  Opera,  p.  648  el  seg.  Buffi- 
[Victorin,  Logik,  § 223  el  teq.  Sig-  er,  Verilcz  de  Consequence,  § 45-51. 
w&rt,  Ilandbuck  tu  Vorlesungen  Uber  Goclenios,  Lexicon  Philosophieum, 
die  Logik,  § 371.  Boethius,  De  De-  v.  Definitio,  p.  500.] 
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attribute  should  be  sdven  which  the  thing  defined  lect. 

has  in  common  with  others  of  the  same  class ; and,  in  1 

the  second  place,  that  attribute  should  be  given  which 
not  only  distinguishes  it  in  general  from  all  other 
things,  but  proximately  from  things  which  are  in- 
cluded with  it  under  a common  class.  This  is  ex- 
pressed by  Logicians  in  the  rule — Dejinitio  constet 
genere  pi'oximo  et  differentia  ultima, — Let  the  defini- 
tion consist  of  the  nearest  genus  and  of  the  lowest 
difference.  But  as  the  notion  and  its  definition,  if  this 
rule  be  obeyed,  are  necessarily  identical  or  convertible 
notions,  they  must  necessarily  have  the  same  extent ; 
eonsequently,  everything  to  which  the  definition  ap- 
plies, and  nothing  to  which  it  does  not  apply,  is  the 
thing  defined.  Thus ; — if  the  definition,  Man  is  a 
rational  animal,  be  adequate,  we  shall  be  able  to  say 
— Every  rational  animal  is  human — Nothing  which 
is  not  a rational  animal  is  human.  But  we  cannot  say 
this,  for  though  this  may  be  true  of  this  earth,  we  can 
conceive  in  other  worlds  rational  animals  which  are 
not  human.  The  definition  is,  therefore,  in  this  case 
too  wide ; to  make  it  adequate,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
add  terrestrial  or  some  such  term — as,  Man  is  a ra- 
tional animal  of  this  earth.  Again,  were  we  to  define 
Man, — a rationally  acting  animal  of  this  earth, — the 
definition  would  be  too  narrow ; for  it  would  be  false 
to  say,  no  animal  of  this  earth  not  acting  rationally  is 
human,  for  not  only  children,  but  many  adult  persons, 
would  be  excluded  by  this  definition,  which  is,  there- 
fore, too  narrow.® 

The  Second  Rule  is, — That  the  definition  should  not  ^nd 
be  made  by  negations,  or  "disjunctions.  In  regard  to 
the  former, — negations, — that  we  should  define  a thing 

a Cf.  Krag,  Logik,  § 123.  Anm.  i. — Ed. 
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by  what  it  is,  and  not  by  what  it  is  not, — the  reason 
of  the  rule  is  manifest.  The  definition  should  be  an 
affirmative  proposition,  for  it  ought  to  contain  the 
positive,  the  actual,  qualities  of  the  notion  defined, 
that  is,  the  qualities  which  belong  to  it,  and  which 
must  not,  therefore,  be  excluded  from  or  denied  of  it. 
If  there  are  characters  which,  as  referred  to  the  sub- 
ject, afford  purely  negative  judgments ; — this  is  a proof 
that  we  have  not  a proper  comprehension  of  the  no- 
tion, and  have  only  obtained  a prelusory  definition 
of  it,  enclosing  it  within  only  negative  boundaries. 
For  a definition  which  contains  only  negative  attribu- 
tions, affords  merely  an  empty  notion, — a notion  which 
is  to  be  called  a nothing ; for,  as  some  think,  it  must 
at  least  possess  one  positive  character,  and  its  defi- 
nition cannot,  therefore,  be  made  up  exclusively  of 
negative  attributes.  If,  however,  a notion  stands  op- 
posed to  another  which  has  already  been  declared  by 
positive  characters,  it  may  be  defined  by  negative 
characters, — provided  always  that  the  genus  is  posi- 
tively determined.  Thus  Cuvier  and  other  naturalists 
define  a certain  order  of  animals  by  the  negation  of  a 
spine  or  backbone, — the  invertebrata  as  opposed  to 
the  vertebrata ; and  many  such  definitions  occur  in 
Natural  History. 

For  a similar  reason,  the  definition  must  not  consist 
of  divisive  or  disjunctive  attributions.  The  end  of  a 
definition  is  a clear  and  distinct  knowledge.  But  to 
say  that  a thing  is  this  or  that  or  the  other,  affords  us 
either  no  knowledge  at  all,  or  at  best  only  a vague 
and  obscure  knowledge.  If  the  disjunction  be  contra- 
dictory, its  enunciation  is,  in  fact,  tantamount  to  zero  ; 
for  to  say  that  a thing  either  is  or  is  not  so  and  so, 
is  to  tell  us  that  of  which  we  required  no  assertion 
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to  assure  us.  But  a definition  by  disparate  altema-  lecf. 

» * XXIV 

tives  is,  though  it  may  vaguely  circumscribe  a notion,  ^ 

only  to  be  considered  as  a prelusory  definition,  and 
as  the  mark  of  an  incipient  and  yet  imperfect  know- 
ledge. We  must  not,  however,  confound  definitions 
by  divisive  attributes  with  propositions  expressive  of 
a division. 

The  Third  Rule  is, — “ The  definition  should  not  be  third  RuIc. 
tautolo^cal;  that  is,  what  is  defined  should  not  be 
defined  by  itself.  This  vice  is  called  defining  in  a DofininR  in 
circle.  This  rule  may  be  violated  either  immediately 
or  mediately.  The  definition, — Laxo  is  a lawful  com- 
mand,— is  an  example  of  the  immediate  circle.  A 
mediate  circle  requires,  at  least,  two  correlative  defin- 
itions, a principal  and  a subsidiary.  For  example, — 

Law  is  the  expressed  vnsh  of  a ruler,  and  a ruler  is 
one  who  establishes  laws.  The  circle,  whether  imme- 
diate or  mediate,  is  manifest  or  occult  according  as 
the  thing  defined  is  repeated  in  the  same  terms,  or 
with  other  synonymous  words.  In  the  previous 
example  it  was  manifest.  In  the  following  it  is  con- 
cealed : — Gratitude  is  a virtue  of  acknowledgment, — 

Right  is  the  competence  to  do  or  not  to  do.  Such 
declarations  may,  however,  be  allowed  to  stand  as  pre- 
lusory or  nominal  definitions.  Concealed  circular  de- 
finitions are  of  very  frequent  occurrence,  when  they 
are  at  the  same  time  mediate  or  remote ; for  we  are 
very  apt  to  allow  ourselves  to  be  deceived  by  the  dif- 
ference of  expression,  and  fancy  that  we  have  declared 
a notion  when  we  have  only  changed  the  language. 

We  ought,  therefore,  to  be  strictly  on  our  guard  against  - 
this  besetting  vice.  The  ancients  called  the  cii-cular 
definition  also  by  the  name  of  Diullelon,  as  in  this 
case  we  declare  the  definitum  and  the  definiens  rcci- 

VOL.  II.  B 
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procally  by  each  other  {Si  oXXtjXojv)”.  In  probation 
there  is  a similar  vice  which  bears  the  same  names.”^ 
We  may,  I think,  call  them  by  the  homely  English 
appellation  of  the  Secsaiv. 

The  Fourth  Rule  is, — “ That  the  definition  should  be 
precise  ; that  is,  should  contain  nothing  unessential, 
nothing  superfluous.  Unessential  or  contingent  attri- 
butes arc  not  sufficiently  characteristic,  and  as  they  are 
now  present,  now  absent,  and  may  likewise  lie  met  with 
in  other  things  which  are  not  comprehended  under  the 
notion  to  be  defined,  they,  consequently,  if  admitted 
into  a definition,  render  it  sometimes  too  wide,  some- 
times too  narrow.  The  well-known  Platonic  defini- 
tion,— ‘Man,  is  a two-letiged  animal  without  feathers,’ 
— could,  as  containing  only  unessential  characters,  be 
easily  refuted,  as  was  done  by  a plucked  cock.'*'  And 
when  a definition  is  not  wholly  made  up  of  such  attri- 
butes, and  when,  in  consequence  of  their  intermixture 
with  essential  characters,  the  definition  does  not  abso- 
lutely fail,  still  there  is  a sin  committed  against  logical 
purity  or  precision,  in  assuming  into  the  declaration 
qualities  such  as  do  not  determinately  designate  what 
is  defined.  On  the  same  principle,  all  derivative  cha- 
racters ought  to  be  excluded  from  the  definition ; for 
although  they  may  necessarily  belong  to  the  thing 
defined,  still  they  overlay  the  declaration  with  super- 
fluous acce.ssories,  inasmuch  as  such  characters  do  not 
designate  the  original  essence  of  the  thing,  but  are  a 
mere  consequence  thereof.  This  fault  is  committed  in 
the  following  definition  : — The  Circle  is  a curved  line 
returning  upon  itself  the  parts  of  ivhich  are  at  an  eqiud 


a Conii^aro  SextiiH  EinpiricDs,  — Ed. 
pyjrrh.  Uyp.^  i.  lOD,  ii.  68. — Ed.  y I.Acrt.,  vi.  40. — Eu. 

$ Krng,  Lvgik,  JE  123.  Anm.  3. 
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distance from  the  central  point.  Here  precision  is  vio-  lkct. 
lated,  though  the  definition  be  otherwise  correct.  For 
that  every  line  returning  upon  itself  is  curved,  and 
that  the  point  from  which  all  the  parts  of  the  line  sure 
equidistant  is  the  central  point, — these  are  mere  con- 
sequences of  the  returning  on  itself,  and  of  the  equi- 
distance. Derivative  characters  are  thus  mixed  up 
with  the  original,  and  the  definition,  therefore,  is  not 
precise.”” 

The  Fifth  Rule  is, — “ That  the  definition  should  be  FifUi  iiuie. 
perspicuous,  that  is,  couched  in  terms  intelligible,  not 
figurative,  and  compendious.  That  definitions  ought 
to  be  perspicuous,  is  self-evident.  For  why  do  we  de- 
clare or  define  at  ail  1 The  perspicuity  of  the  defini-  in  onier  to 
tion  depends,  in  the  first  place,  on  the  intelligible 
character  of  the  language,  and  this  again  depends  on 
the  employment  of  words  in  their  received  or  ordinary  iniciiigibic. 
signification.  The  meaning  of  words,  both  separate 
and  in  conjunction,  is  already  determined  by  conven- 
tional usage  ; when,  therefore,  we  hear  or  read  these, 
we  naturally  associate  with  them  their  ordinary  mean- 
ing. Misconceptions  of  every  kind  must,  therefore, 
arise  from  a deviation  from  the  accustomed  usage; 
and  though  the  definition,  in  the  sense  of  the  definer, 
may  be  correct,  still  false  conceptions  are  almost  in- 
evitable for  others.  If  such  a deviation  becomes  neces- 
sary, in  consequence  of  the  common  meaning  attached 
to  certain  words  not  corresponding  to  certain  notions, 
there  ought  at  least  to  be  appended  a comment  or 
nominal  definition,  by  which  we  shall  be  warned  that 
such  words  are  used  in  an  acceptation  wider  or  more 
restricted  than  they  obtain  in  ordinary  usage.  But,  in 
the  second  place,  words  ought  not  only  to  be  used  in 

a Knig,  LogUk\  § 12^1  Anni.  2.  — Eu. 
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2.  Tho 
nutaning 
must  bo  not 
figunUivc 
but  proper. 


3.  The  dofi* 
nition  must 
be  brief. 


The  other 
kinds  of 
Declaration. 


Dilucida* 
tioQs  or  Kx* 
plicatious. 


their  usual  signification, — that  signification,  if  the  de- 
finition be  perspicuous,  must  not  be  figurative  but 
proper.  Tropes  and  figures  are  logical  hieroglyphics, 
and  themselves  require  a declaration.  They  do  not 
indicate  the  thing  itself,  but  only  something  similar.”  “ 
Such,  for  example,  are  the  definitions  we  have  of  Lo- 
gic as  the  Phariis  Intellectus, — the  Lighthouse  of  the 
Understanding, — the  Cynosura  Veritatis, — the  C'yno- 
sure  of  Truth, — the  Medicina  Mentis, — i\iQ  Physic  of 
the  Mind,  &C.P 

“ However,  many  expressions,  originally  metapho- 
rical, (such  as  conception,  imagination,  comprehension, 
representation,  kc.  &c.),  have  by  usage  been  long  since 
reduced  from  figurative  to  proper  terms,  so  that  we 
may  employ  them  in  definitions  without  scruple, — 
nay  frequently  must,  as  there  are  no  others  to  be 
found. 

“ In  the  third  place,  the  perspicuity  of  a definition 
depends  upon  its  brevity.  A long  definition  is  not 
only  burthensome  to  the  memory,  but  likewise  to  the 
understanding,  which  ought  to  comprehend  it  at  a 
single  jet.  Brevity  ought  not,  however,  to  be  pur- 
chased at  the  expense  of  perspicuity  or  completeness.”^ 

“ The  rules  hitherto  considered, proximately  relate  to 
Definitions  in  the  stricter  sense.  In  reference  to  the 
other  kinds  of  Declaration,  there  are  certain  modifica- 
tions and  exceptions  admitted.  These  Dilucidations 
or  Explications,  as  they  make  no  pretence  to  logical 
perfection,  and  are  only  subsidiary  to  the  discovery  of 
more  perfect  definitions,  are  not  to  be  very  rigidly 
dealt  with.  They  are  useful,  provided  they  contain 
even  a single  true  character,  by  which  wo  are  con- 

a Knig,  Logik,  § 123.  Anm.  4.  S See  above,  vol.  i.  p.  35. — Ed. 

— Ed.  y Krug,  ihitl. — Ed. 
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ducted  to  the  apprehension  of  others.  They  may,  lect. 

therefore,  be  sometimes  too  wide,  sometimes  too  nar- L 

row.  A contingent  and  derivative  character  may  be 
also  useful  for  the  discovery  of  the  essential  and  ori- 
ginal. Even  Circular  Definitions  are  not  here  abso- 
lutely  to  be  condemned,  if  thereby  the  language  is 
rendered  simpler  and  clearer.  Figurative  Expressions  Figumivc 
are  likewise  in  them  less  faulty  than  in  definitions  »>om. 
proper,  inasmuch  as  such  expressions,  by  the  analogies 
they  suggest,  contribute  always  something  to  the  illus- 
tration of  the  notion. 


“ In  regard  to  Descriptions,  these  must  be  adequate,  OMcnp. 
and  no  circle  is  permitted  in  them.  But  they  need 
not  be  so  precise  as  to  admit  of  no  derivative  or  con- 
tingent characters.  For  descriptions  ought  to  enume- 
rate the  characters  of  a thing  as  fully  as  possible ; and, 
consequently,  they  cannot  be  so  brief  as  definitions. 

They  cannot,  however,  exceed  a certain  measure  in 
point  of  length.”® 
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LECTURE  XXV. 

METHODOLOGY. 

SECTION  II. — LOGICAL  METHODOLOGY. 

II. — DOCTRINE  OP  DIVISION. 

I NOW  proceed  to  the  Second  Chapter  of  Logical 
Methodology, — the  Doctrine  of  Division, — the  doctrine 
which  affords  us  the  rules  of  that  branch  of  Method 
by  which  we  render  our  knowledge  more  distinct  and 
exhaustive.  I shall  preface  the  subject  of  Logical 
Division  by  some  observations  on  Division  in  general. 

“ Under  Division  {divisio,  SiaCpe<Ti<;)  we  understand 
in  general  the  sundering  of  a whole  into  its  parts.® 
The  object  which  is  divided  is  called  the  divided  whole 
(totmn  ditrisum),  and  this  whole  must  be  a connected 
many, — a connected  multiplicity,  for  otherwise  no 
division  would  be  possible.  The  divided  whole  must 
comprise  at  least  one  character,  affording  the  condition 
of  a certain  possible  splitting  of  the  object,  or  through 
which  a certain  opposition  of  the  object  becomes 
recognised ; and  this  character  must  be  an  essential 
attribute  of  the  object,  if  the  division  be  not  aimless 
and  without  utility.  This  point  of  view,  from  which 
alone  the  division  is  possible,  is  called  the  prineijile 
of  the  division  (princiinum  sive  fundamentum  divisi- 

a [On  Diviaion  aiid  iU  variouB  Vocibtit,  I.  6 a,  AM.  1546.] 
kintW,  Hce  Ammonius,  Ije  Qutnqnf 
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07iis) ; and  the  parts  which,  by  the  distraction  of  the  lect. 

whole,  come  into  view,  are  called  the  divisive  members L 

{memhi'a  dividentia).  When  a whole  is  divided  into 
its  parts,  these  parts  may,  either  all  or  some,  be  them- 
selves still  connected  multiplicities ; and  if  these  are 
again  divided,  there  results  a subdivision  (subdivisio), 
the  several  parts  of  which  are  called  the  subdivisive 
members  {membi'a  subdividentia).  One  and  the  same 
object  may,  likewise,  be  differently  divided  from  dif- 
ferent points  of  view,  whereby  condivisioiis  {condivisi- 
ones)  arise,  which,  taken  together,  are  all  reciprocally 
co-ordinated.  If  a division  has  only  two  members,  it  is 
called  a dichotomy  {dichotomia) ; if  three,  a trichotomy 
{trichotomia) ; if  four,  a telrouchotomy ; if  many,  a 
polytomy,  &c. 

“ Division,  as  a genus,  is  divided  into  two  species,  DiYi»ion  of 
according  to  the  different  kind  of  whole  which  it  sun-  -p^cvira 
ders  into  parts.®  These  parts  are  either  contained  in 
the  divided  whole,  or  they  are  contained  under  it.  In 
the  former  case  the  division  is  called  & partition  {par- 
titio,  anapiOpyais),^  in  the  latter  it  is  named  a logical 
division.’’'  Partition  finds  an  application  only  when 
the  object  to  be  divided  is  a whole  compounded  of 
parts, — consequently,  where  the  notion  of  the  object 
is  a complex  one ; Logical  Division,  on  the  other  hand, 
finds  its  application  only  where  the  notion  contains  a 
plurality  of  characters  under  it,  and  where,  conse- 
quently, the  notion  is  an  universal  one.  The  simple 

a [On  various  kinds  of  Wholes,  of  a subject  into  successive  heads, 
see  Caramnel,  Rationalit  et  Retiiu  first,  second,  ftc.  See  Hermogenes, 
Philosophia,  L.  iv.  sect.  iii.  disp.  iv.  Iltpl  iScuv, — Khetores  Orctei,  i.  p. 
p.  277,]  [and  above,  Leetara  on  Me-  104,  ed.  Aid. — Ed. 
taphysics,  vol.  ii.  p.  340  j Lectures  on  y [See  Keckermann,  Systenia  Logi- 
Logic,  vol.  i.  p.  201.  —Ed.}  ece,  L.  L c.  3;  Opera,  t.  i.  p.  667;  Dro- 

0 'A-rapWnnois  is  pmiierly  a rheto-  bisch,  A'eue  DursteUung  der  Logik,  § 
rical  term,  and  signilics  the  division  112  ; Krug,  Logik,  § 124,  Anm.  2.] 


Digitized  by  Google 


24 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC. 


LECT.  notion  is  thus  the  limit  of  Partition ; and  the  indi- 

^ vidual  or  singular  is  thus  the  limit  of  Division.  Par- 

tition  is  divided  into  physical  or  real,  (when  the 
orWo»i.  parts  can  actually  be  separated  from  each  other), 
and  metaphysical  or  ideal,  (when  the  parts  can  only 
be  sundered  by  abstraction)."  It  may  be  applied  in 
order  to  attain  to  a clear  knowledge  of  the  whole,  qr 
to  a clear  knowledge  of  the  parta  In  the  former  case, 
the  parts  are  given  and  the  whole  is  sought ; in  the 
latter,  the  whole  is  given  and  the  parts  are  sought. 
If  the  whole  be  given  and  the  parts  sought  out,  the 
object  is  first  of  all  separated  into  its  proximate,  and, 
thereafter,  into  its  remoter  parts,  until  either  any 
further  partition  is  impossible,  or  the  partition  has 
attained  its  end.  To  this  there  is,  however,  required 
an  accurate  knowledge  of  the  object,  of  its  parts  proxi- 
mate and  remote,  and  of  the  connection  of  these  parts 
together,  as  constituting  the  whole.  We  must,  like- 
wise, take  heed  whether  the  partition  be  not  deter- 
mined from  some  particular  point  of  view,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  the  notions  of  more  proximate  and 
more  remote  may  be  very  vague  and  undetermined. 


a By  Partition,  triangle  may  be 
diatinguiahed,  1°,  Into  a certain  por- 
tion of  space  included  within  certain 
boundaries;  2°,  Into  sides  aud  an- 
gles ; 3°,  Into  two  triangles,  or  into 
a trapezium  and  a triangle.  The 
first  two  partitions  are  ideal,  they 
cannot  bo  actually  accomplished. 
The  last  is  real,  it  may. 

By  Dirisiou,  triangle  is  distin- 
guished, 1°,  Into  the  two  species  of 
rectilinear  and  curvilinear.  2°,  Both 
of  these  are  again  subdivided  (A)  by 
reference  to  the  sides,  (B)  by  refer- 
ence to  the  angles.  By  reference  to 
the  sides,  triangles  are  divided  into 
the  three  species  of  equilateral,  isos- 


celes, and  scalene.  (The  dichotomic 
division  would,  however,  be  hero 
more  proper.)  By  reference  to  the 
angles,  they  are  divided  into  the 
three  species  of  rectangular,  i.e.  tri- 
angle which  has  one  of  its  angles 
right ; into  amblygon,  or  triangle 
which  has  one  of  its  angles  obtuse  ; 
and  into  oxygon,  i,e,  triangle  which 
has  its  three  angles  acute. 

By  Definition,  triangle  is  distin- 
guished into  figure  of  three  sides, 
equal  to  triangular  figure  ; that  is, 
into/Eyure,  the  proximate  genus,  and 
trilateral  or  three-sided,  the  differen- 
tial quality. 
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If  the  parts  be  given,  and  from  them  the  whole  sought 
out,  this  is  accomplished  when  we  have  discovered  the 
order, — the  arrangement,  of  the  parts ; and  this  again 
is  discovered  when  the  principle  of  division  is  dis- 
covered ; and  of  this  we  must  obtain  a knowledge, 
either  from  the  general  nature  of  the  thing,  or  from 
the  particular  end  we  have  in  view.  If,  for  example, 
a multitude  of  books  of  every  various  kind  are  arranged 
into  the  whole  of  a well-ordered  library; — in  this  case 
the  greater  or  lesser  similarity  of  subject  will  afford, 
either  exclusively  or  mainly,  the  principle  of  division. 
It  happens,  however,  not  unfrequently,  that  the  parts 
are  ordered  or  arranged  according  to  different  rules, 
and  by  them  connected  into  a whole;  and,  in  this 
case,  as  the  different  rules  of  the  arrangement 
cannot  together  and  at  once  accomplish  this,  it  is 
proper  that  the  less  important  arrangement  should 
yield  to  the  more  important ; as,  for  example,  in  the 
ordering  of  a library,  when,  besides  the  contents  of 
the  books,  we  take  into  account  their  language,  size, 
antiquity,  binding,  <kc.”“ 

I now  proceed  to  Logical  Division,  on  which  I give 
you  the  following  paragraph  : — 


LECT. 

XXV. 


If  LXXXV.  The  Distinctness  and  Completeness  p«r.  lxxxv. 
of  our  knowledge  is  obtained  by  that  logical  pro-  w^jron. 
cess  which  is  termed  Division  {divisio,  Suzipccris). 

Division  supposes  the  knowledge  of  the  whole  to 
be  given  through  a foregone  process  of  Definition 
or  Declaration;  and  proposes  to  discover  the 
parts  of  this  whole  which  are  found  and  deter- 
mined not  by  the  development  of  the  Comprehen- 
sion, but  by  the  development  of  the  Extension. 

o Ewer,  Logik,  §|  134.  136,  p.  261-04.— Ed. 
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As  Logical  Defiuition,  therefore,  proposes  to  ren- 
der the  characters  contained  in  an  object,  that 
is,  the  comprehension  of  a reality  or  notion. 
Clear;  Logical  Division  proposes  to  render  the 
characters  contained  under  an  object,  that  is, 
the  extension  of  a notion.  Distinct  and  Ex- 
haustive. Division  is,  therefore,  the  evolution 
of  the  extension  of  a notion,  and  it  is  ex- 
pressed in  a disjunctive  proposition,  of  which 
the  notion  divided  constitutes  the  subject,  and 
the  notions  contained  under  it,  the  predicate. 
It  is,  therefore,  regulated  by  the  law  which 
governs  Disjunctive  Judgments,  (the  Principle 
of  Excluded  Middle),  although  it  is  usually  ex- 
pressed in  the  form  of  a Copulative  Categorical 
Judgment.  The  rules  by  which  this  process  is 
regulated  are  seven  : — 

1°.  Every  Division  should  be  governed  by 
some  principle,  {Divisio  ne  careot  fundamento). 

2°.  Every  Division  should  be  governed  by  only 
a single  principle. 

3°.  The  principle  of  Division  should  be  an 
actual  and  essential  character  of  the  divided 
notion,  and  the  division,  therefore,  neither  com- 
plex nor  without  a purpose. 

4°.  No  dividing  member  of  the  predicate  must 
by  itself  exhaust  the  subject. 

5°.  The  dividing  members,  taken  together, 
must  exhaust,  but  only  exhaust,  the  subject. 

6°.  The  divisive  members  must  be  reciprocally 
exclusive. 

7°.  The  divisions  must  proceed  continuously 
from  immediate  to  mediate  differences,  {Divisio 
ne  Jiat  per  sallum). 
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In  this  paragraph  arc  contained,  first,  the  general  lect. 

Principles  of  Logical  Division,  and,  secondly,  the  Laws  !— 

by  which  it  is  governed.  I shall  now  illustrate  these 
in  detail. 

In  the  first  place  it  is  stated  that  “the  distinct- 
ness and  completeness  of  our  knowledge  is  obtained 
by  that  logical  process  which  is  termed  Division 
{divisio,  hiaip^cni).  Division  supposes  the  know- 
ledge of  the  whole  to  be  given  through  a foregone 
process  of  definition,  and  proposes  to  discover  the 
parts  of  this  whole  which  are  found  and  determined 
not  by  the  development  of  the  comprehension,  but 
by  the  development  of  the  extension.  As  logical 
definition,  therefore,  proposes  to  render  the  characters 
contained  in  a notion,  that  is,  its  comprehension,  clear, 
logical  division  proposes  to  render  the  characters  con- 
tained under  an  object,  that  is,  the  extension  of  a 
notion,  distinct.  Division  is,  therefore,  the  evolution 
of  the  extension  of  a notion,  and  it  is  expressed  in  a 
disjunctive  proposition,  of  which  the  notion  divided 
constitutes  the  subject,  and  the  notions  contained 
under  it,  the  predicate.  It  is,  therefore,  regulated  by 
the  law  which  governs  disjunctive  judgments  (the 
principle  of  excluded  middle),  although  it  be  usually 
expressed  in  the  form  of  a copulative  categorical 
judgment.” 

The  special  virtue, — the  particular  element,  of  per-  Eodof  Oivi- 
feet  thinking  which  Division  enables  us  to  acquire,  'incin'cil^,'’' 
is  Distinctness,  but,  at  the  same  time,  it  is  evident 
that  it  cannot  accomplish  this  without  rendering 
our  thinking  more  complete.  This,  however,  is  only 
a secondary  and  collateral  result;  for  the  problem 
which  division  proximately  and  principally  proposes 
to  solve  is, — to  afi’ord  us  a distinct  consciousness  of 
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kinds  of 
Division 
possible  u 
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affording  a 
Principle  of 
Division. 


A universal 
notion  the 
only  object 
of  Logical 
Division. 


General 
probleni  of 
Division. 


the  extension  of  a given  notion  through  a complete 
or  exhaustive  series  of  subordinate  or  co-ordinate 
notions.  This  utility  of  Division,  in  rendering  our 
knowledge  more  complete,  is,  I find,  stated  by  Aris- 
totle,® though  it  has  been  overlooked  by  subsequent 
logicians.  He  observes  that  it  is  only  by  a regular 
division  that  we  can  be  assured,  that  nothing  has  been 
omitted  in  the  definition  of  a thing. 

“As  it  is  by  means  of  division  that  we  discover 
what  are  the  characters  contained  under  tlie  notion  of 
an  object,  it  follows  that  there  must  be  as  many  kinds 
of  division  possible  as  there  are  characters  contained 
under  the  notion  of  an  object,  which  may  afibrd  the 
principle  of  a different  division.  If  the  characters 
which  afford  the  principle  of  a division  are  only  ex- 
ternal and  contingent,  there  is  a division  in  the  wider 
sense  ; if,  again,  they  are  internal  and  constant,  there 
is  a division  in  the  stricter  sense ; if,  finally,  they  are 
not  only  internal  but  also  essential  and  original,  there 
is  a division  in  the  strictest  sense.  From  the  very 
conception  of  logical  division  it  is  manifest  that  it 
can  only  be  applied  where  the  object  to  be  divided  is 
a universal  notion,  and  that  it  is  wholly  inapplicable 
to  an  individual ; for  as  the  individual  contains  no- 
thing under  it,  consequently  it  is  not  susceptible  of 
an  ulterior  division.  The  general  problem  of  which 
division  affords  the  solution  is, — To  find  the  subor- 
dinate genera  and  species,  the  higher  or  generic  notion 
being  given.  The  higher  notion  is  always  something 
abstracted, — something  generalised  from  the  lower 
notions,  with  which  it  agrees,  inasmuch  as  it  contains 
all  that  is  common  to  these  inferior  concepts,  and  from 
which  it  differs,  inasmuch  as  they  contain  a greater 

a Anal.  Post.,  L.  ii.  c.  13. 
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complement  of  determining  characters.  There  thus 
subsists  an  internal  connection  between  the  higher  and 
the  lower  concepts,  and  there  is  thus  afforded  a tran- 
sition from  the  superior  notion  to  the  subordinate, 
and,  consequently,  an  evolution  of  the  lower  notions 
from  the  higher.  In  order  to  discover  the  inferior 
genera  and  species,  we  have  only  to  discover  those 
characters  which  afford  the  proximate  determinations, 
by  which  the  sphere  or  extension  of  the  higher  notion 
is  circumscribed.  But  to  find  what  characters  are 
wanted  for  the  thorough-going  determination  of  a 
higher  notion,  we  must  previously  know  what  char- 
acters the  higher  notion  actually  contains,  and  this 
knowledge  is  only  attainable  by  an  analysis, — a sun- 
dering of  the  higher  notion  itself.  In  doing  this  the 
several  characters  must  be  separately  drawn  forth 
and  considered  ; and  in  regard  to  each,  we  must 
ascertain  how  far  it  must  still  be  left  undetermined, 
and  how  far  it  is  capable  of  opposite  determina- 
tions. But  whether  a character  be  still  undeter- 
mined, and  of  what  opposite  determinations  it  is 
capable, — on  these  points  it  is  impossible  to  decide 
a pi'iori,  but  only  a posteriori,  through  a knowledge 
of  this  particular  character  and  its  relations  to  other 
notions.  And  the  accomplishment  of  this  is  ren- 
dered easier  by  two  circumstances ; — the  one,  that 
the  generic  notion  is  never  altogether  abstract,  but 
always  realised  and  held  fast  by  some  concrete  form 
of  imagination ; — the  other,  that,  in  general,  we  are 
more  or  less  acquainted  with  a greater  or  a smaller 
number  of  special  notions  in  which  the  generic 
notion  is  comprehended,  and  these  are  able  to  lead 
us  cither  mediately  or  immediately  to  other  subor- 
dinate concepts. 


LECT. 

XXV. 
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” But  the  determinations  or  constituent  cli.aractcrs 
of  a notion  which  we  seek  out,  must  not  only  be  com- 
pletely, but  also  precisely,  opposed.  Completely,  in- 
asmueh  as  all  the  species  subordinate  to  the  notions 
ought  to  be  discovered ; and  precisely,  inasmuch  as 
whatever  is  not  actually  a subordinate  species,  ought 
to  be  absolutely  excluded  from  the  notion  of  the 
genus. 

“ In  regard  to  the  completeness  of  the  opposition, 
it  is  not,  however,  required  that  the  notion  should 
be  determined  through  every  possible  contradictory 
opposition ; for  those  at  least  ought  to  be  omitted 
concerning  whose  existence  or  non-existence  the  notion 
itself  decides.  In  regard  to  the  opposition  itself,  it 
is  not  required  that  the  division  should  be  carried 
through  by  contradictory  oppositions.  The  only  oppo- 
sition necessary  is  the  reciprocal  exclusion  of  the 
inferior  notions  into  which  the  higher  notion  is 
divided.”®  In  a mere  logical  relation,  indeed,  as  we 
know  nothing  of  the  nature  of  a thing  more  than  that 
a certain  character  either  does  or  does  not  belong  to 
it,  a strictly  logical  division  can  only  consist  of  two 
contradictory  members,  for  example, — that  angles  arc 
either  riffht  or  ?iot  right, — that  men  are  either  white 
or  not  white.  But  looking  to  the  real  nature  of  the 
thing  known,  cither  a imori  or  a posteriori,  the  divi- 
sion may  be  not  only  dichotomous  but  polytomous, 
as  for  example, — angles  are  right,  or  acute,  or  obtuse ; 
men  are  white,  or  black,  or  cojyper-coloured,  or  olive- 
coloured,  &c. 

We  now  come,  in  the  second  place,  to  the  rules 
dictated  for  Logical  Division. 

These  Rules  spring  cither,  1°,  From  the  Principle  of 

a Esser,  fjogik^  ? 13C. — Ed. 
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Division ; or,  2°,  From  the  Relations  of  the  Dividing  lect. 
Members  to  the  Divided  Whole ; or,  3°,  From  the 
Relations  of  the  several  Dividing  Members  to  each 
other ; or,  4°,  From  the  Relations  of  the  Divisions  to 
the  Subdivisions. 

The  first  of  these  heads, — the  Principle  of  Division,  thmo 
— comprehends  the  three  first  rules.  Of  these  the  5!'7“rom  u.e 
first  is  self-evident, — There  must  be  some  principle, 
some  reason,  for  every  division  ; for  otherwise  there 
would  be  no  division  determined,  no  division  carried 
into  efifect. 

In  regard  to  the  second  rule, — That  every  division  Second, 
should  have  only  a single  principle, — the  propriety  of 
this  likewise  is  sufficiently  apparent.  In  every  divi- 
sion we  should  depart  from  a definite  thought,  which 
has  reference  either  to  the  notion  as  a unity  or  to  some 
single  character.  On  the  contrary,  if  we  do  not  do 
this,  but  carry  on  the  process  by  different  principles, 
the  series  of  notions  in  which  the  division  is  realised, 
is  not  orderly  and  homogeneous,  but  heterogeneous 
and  perplexed. 

The  third  rule, — That  the  principle  of  division  should  Third, 
be  an  actual  and  essential  character  of  the  divided 
notion,^ — is  not  less  manifest.  “As  the  ground  of  divi- 
sion is  that  which  principally  regidates  the  correctness 
of  the  whole  process,  that  is,  the  completeness  and 
opposition  of  the  division, — it  follows  that  this  ground 
must  be  of  notoriety  and  importance,  and  accommo- 
dated to  the  end  for  the  sake  of  which  the  division  is 
instituted.  Those  characters  of  an  object  are  best 
adapted  for  a division,  whose  own  determinations 
exert  the  greatest  influence  on  the  determinations  of 
other  characters,  and,  consequently,  on  those  of  the 
notion  itself ; but  such  arc  manifestly  not  the  external 
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and  contingent,  but  the  internal  and  essential,  char- 
acters, and,  of  these,  those  have  the  pre-eminence 
through  whose  determination  the  greater  number  of 
others  are  determined,  or,  what  is  the  same  thing, 
from  which,  as  fundamental  and  original  attributes, 
the  greater  number  of  the  others  are  derived.  The 
choice  of  character  is,  however,  for  the  most  part., 
regulated  by  some  particular  end ; so  that,  under 
certain  circumstances,  external  and  contingent  char- 
acters may  obtain  a preponderant  importance.  Such 
ends  cannot,  however,  be  enumerated.  The  character 
affording  the  principle  of  division  must  likewise  b« 
capable  of  being  clearly  and  definitely  brought  out ; 
for  unless  this  be  possible,  we  can  have  no  distinct 
consciousness  of  the  completeness  and  contrast  of  the 
determination  of  which  it  is  susceptible.  We  ought, 
therefore,  always  to  select  those  characters  for  prin- 
ciples of  division,  which  are  capable  of  a clear  and 
distinct  recognition.”  “ 

The  second  part  of  the  rule, — That  the  division  be 
not,  therefore,  too  complex,  and  without  a purpose, — is 
a corollary  of  the  first  “ In  dividing,  we  may  go  on 
to  infinity.  For  while,  as  was  formerly  shown,  there 
is,  in  the  series  of  higher  and  lower  notions,  no  one 
which  can  be  conceived  as  absolutely  the  lowest; 
so  in  subdividing,  there  is  no  necessary  limit  to  the 
process.  In  like  manner,  the  co-ordinations  may  be 
extended  ad  infinitum.  For  it  is  impossible  to  exhaust 
all  the  possible  relations  of  notions,  and  each  of  these 
may  be  employed  as  the  principle  of  a new  division. 
Thus  we  can  divide  men  by  relation  to  their  age,  to 
their  sex,  to  their  colour,  to  their  stature,  to  their 
knowledge,  to  their  riches,  to  their  rank,  to  their  man- 
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ner  of  life,  to  their  education,  to  their  costume,  &c.  <fec. 
It  would,  however,  be  ridiculous,  and  render  the  divi- 
sions wholly  useless,  if  we  multiplied  them  in  this 
fashion  without  end.  We,  therefore,  intentionally 
restrict  them,  that  is,  we  make  them  comparatively 
limited,  inasmuch  as  we  only  give  them  that  complete- 
ness which  is  conducive  to  a certain  end.  In  this 
manner  divisions  become  relatively  useful,  or  acquire 
the  virtue  of  adaptation.  In  the  selection  of  a prin- 
ciple of  division,  we  must  take  heed  whether  it  Iw 
fertile  and  pertinent.  A ground  of  division  is  fertile, 
when  it  affords  a division  out  of  which  again  other 
important  consequences  may  be  drawn  ; it  is  pertinent, 
when  these  consequences  have  a proximate  relation  to 
the  end,  on  account  of  which  we  were  originally  in- 
duced to  develop  the  extension  of  a concept.  A prin- 
ciple of  division  may,  therefore,  be  useful  with  one 
intent,  and  useless  with  another.  Soldiers,  for  example, 
maybe  conveniently  divided  into  cavalry  and  infantry, 
as  this  distinction  has  an  important  influence  on  their 
determination  as  soldiers.  But  in  considering  man  in 
general  and  his  relations,  it  would  be  ludicrous  to 
divide  men  into  foot  and  horsemen;  while,  on  the 
contrary,  their  division  would  bo  here  appropriate 
according  to  principles  which  in  the  former  case  would 
have  been  absurd.  Seneca  “ says  well, — ‘ Quicquid  in 
majus  crevit  facilius  agnoscitur,  si  discessit  in  partes ; 
quas  innumerabiles  esse  et  parvas  non  oportet.  Idem 
enim  vitii  habet  nimia,  quod  nulla  divisio.  Simile 
confuso  eat,  quicquid  usque  in  pulvcrem  sectum  est.’  ” 

Under  the  second  head,  that  is,  as  springing  from 
the  relations  of  the  Dividing  Members  to  the  Divided 
Wholes,  there  are  included  the  fourth  and  fifth  laws. 

a Epist.^  90.  3 Knig,  Logik^  § 126,  Anm.  4. — Ed. 
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“ As  the  notion  and  the  notions  into  which  it  is  di- 
vided, stand  to  each  other  in  the  relation  of  whole  and 
parts,  and  as  the  whole  is  greater  than  the  part,  the 
fourth  rule  is  manifestly  necessary,  viz.  That  no  divid- 
ing member  of  the  predicate  must  by  itself  exhaust 
the  subject.  When  this  occurs,  the  division  is  vicious, 
or,  more  properly,  there  is  no  division.  Thus  the 
division  of  man  into  rational  aninuih  and  unculti- 
vated natiomi,  would  be  a violation  of  this  law. 

“ On  the  other  hand,  as  the  notions  into  which  a 
notion  is  divided,  stand  to  each  other  in  the  relation  of 
constituting  parts  to  a constituted  whole,  and  as  the 
whole  is  only  the  sum  of  all  the  parts,  the  necessity 
of  the  fifth  rule  is  manifest, — That  the  dividing  mem- 
bers of  the  predicate,  taken  together,  must  exhaust  the 
subject  For  if  this  docs  not  take  place,  then  the 
division  of  the  principal  notion  has  been  only  partial 
and  imperfect.  We  transgress  this  law,  in  the  first 
place,  when  we  leave  out  one  or  more  members  of  divi- 
sion ; as  for  example, — The  actions  of  men  arc  either 
(food  or  bad, — for  to  these  we  should  have  added  or 
indifferent.  And  in  the  second  place,  we  transgress  it 
when  we  co-ordinate  a sulxlivision  with  a division  ; as 
for  example, — Philosophy  is  either  theoretical  philo- 
sophy or  moral  philosophy ; here  tlic  proper  opposition 
would  have  been  tlteoretical  philosophy  and  practiced 
philosophy.”  “ On  the  other  hand,  the  dividing  mem- 
bers, token  together,  must  not  do  more  than  exhaust 
the  subject.  The  definition  of  the  whole  must  apply 
to  every  one  of  its  parts,  but  this  condition  is  not  ful- 
filled if  there  be  a dividing  mcraljer  too  much,  that  is, 
if  there  be  a notion  brought  as  a dividing  memixir, 
which,  however,  does  not  stand  in  .subordination  to 
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the  divided  whole.  For  example, — Mathematical  fig- 
ures are  either  solids  or  surfaces  [or  linens  o?-  points']. 
Here  the  two  last  members  (lines  and  points)  are  re- 
dundant and  erroneous,  for  lines  and  points,  though 
the  elements  of  mathematical  figures,  are  not  them- 
selves figure.s. 

Under  the  third  head,  as  springing  from  the  rela- 
tions of  the  several  Dividing  Members  to  Each  Other, 
there  is  a single  law,  the  sixth,  which  enjoins, — That 
the  dividing  members  be  reciprocally  exclusive. 

“ As  a division  does  not  present  the  same  but  the  dif- 
ferent determinations  of  a single  notion,  (for  otherwise 
one  and  the  same  determination  would  be  presented 
twice),  the  dividing  members  must  be  so  constituted 
that  they  are  not  mutually  coincident,  so  that  they 
cither  in  whole  or  in  part  contain  each  other.  This 
law  is  violated  when,  in  the  first  place,  a subdivision 
is  placed  above  a division,  as, — Philosophy  is  either 
theoretical  philosophy,  o?’  moi'al  pli  ilosophy,  or  prac- 
tical philosophy ; here  morcd  philosophy  falls  into 
practical  philosophy  as  a subordinate  part ; or  when, 
in  the  second  place,  the  same  thing  is  divided  in  dif- 
ferent points  of  view,  as, — Human  actions  are  either 
necessary,  or  free,  oi-  usefid,  or  detrimental.”  " 

Under  the  fourth  and  last  head,  as  arising  from  the 
relations  of  the  Divisions  to  the  Subdivisions,  there  is 
contained  one  law,  the  seventh,  which  prescribes, — 
That  the  divisions  proceed  continuously  from  imme- 
diate to  mediate  differences,  (Divisio  nc  fiat  j^er.saltum 
vel  hiatum). 

“ As  divisions  originate  in  the  character  of  a notion, 
capable  of  an  opposite  determination,  receiving  this 
determination,  and  as  the  subdivisions  originate  in 

a Easer,  Lrxjikt  § 137. — Ed. 
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these  opposite  determinations  being  themselves  again 
capable  of  opposite  determinations,  in  which  gradual 
descent  we  may  proceed  indefinitely  onwards, — from 
this  it  is  evident,  that  the  divisions  should,  as  far  as 
possible,  be  continuous,  that  is,  the  notion  must  first 
be  divided  into  its  proximate,  and  then  into  its  re- 
moter parts,  and  this  without  overleaping  any  one 
part ; or  in  other  words,  each  part  must  be  immedi- 
ately subordinated  to  its  whole.”  “ Thus,  when  some 
of  the  ancients  divided  philoso2)hy  into  rational,  and 
natural,  and  mqrcd,  the  fimt  and'  second  members  are 
merely  subdivisions  of  theoretical  philosojdiy,  to  which 
moral  as  practical  philosophy  is  opposed.  Sometimes, 
however,  such  a spring, — such  a saltus, — is,  for  the  sake 
of  brevity,  allowed  ; but  this  only  under  the  express 
condition,  that  the  omitted  members  are  interpolated 
in  thought.  Thus,  many  mathematicians  say,  angles 
are  either  right,  or  acute,  or  obtuse,  although,  if  the 
division  were  continuous, — without  hiatus,  it  would 
run,  angles  are  either  -right  orlpblique  ; and  the  ob- 
lique, again,  either  acute  or  obtuse. 

a Esser,  Logik^  § 137.  — Ed. 
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LECTURE  XXVI. 

METHODOLOGY. 

SECTION  II. — LOGICAL  METHODOLOGY. 

III. — DOCTRINE  OP  PROBATION. 

We  now  proceed  to  the  Third  Part  of  Pure  Meth-  lect. 

^ . • XXVI 

odology,  that  which  guides  us  to  the  third  character  — ^ — L 
or  virtue  of  Perfect  Thinking, — the  Concatenation  of 
Thought ; — I mean  Probation,  or  the  Leading  of  Proof. 

I commence  with  the  following  paragraph  ; — 

H LXXXVI.  When  there  are  propositions  or  Pmr.  lxxxvi. 
judgments  which  are  not  intuitively  manifest,  — iU  Nftturo 
and  the  truth  of  which  is  not  admitted,  thcn^u.*^ 
their  validity  can  only  be  established  when  we 
evolve  it,  as  an  inference,  from  one  or  more  judg- 
ments or  propositions.  This  is  called  Probation, 

Proving,  or  the  Leading  of  Proof  {probatio,  ar- 
gumentatio,  or  demonstratio  in  its  wider  sense). 

A Probation  is  thus  a series  of  thoughts,  in  which 
a plurabty  of  different  judgments  stand  to  each 
other,  in  respect  of  their  validity,  in  the  depend- 
ence of  determining  and  determined,  or  of  ante- 
cedents and  consequents.  In  every  Probation 
there  are  three  things  to  be  distinguished, — 

1°,  The  Judgment  to  be  Proved,  {thesis) ; 2,°  The 
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Ground  or  Principle  of  Proof,  {unjuinentum)  ; 
and,  3°,  The  Cogency  of  tliis  principle  to  neces- 
sitate the  connection  of  antecedents  and  conse- 
quents, {vis  demonstralionis  or  nervus probandi). 
From  tlic  nature  of  Probation,  it  is  evident  that 
Probation  without  inference  is  impossible  ; and 
that  the  Thesis  to  be  proved  and  the  Princijdcs 
of  Proof  stand  to  each  other  as  conclusion  and 
jiremises,  with  this  difference,  that,  in  Probation, 
there  is  a judgment  (thesis)  expressly  supposed, 
which  in  the  Syllogism  is  not,  at  least  necessarily, 
the  case.“ 

In  regard  to  the  terms  here  employed,  it  is  to  be 
noticed  that  the  term  argumentation  {argumentaiio) 
is  applied  not  only  to  a reasoning  of  many  syllogisms, 
but  likewise  to  a reasoning  of  one.  The  term  argu- 
ment {argumentum),  in  like  manner,  is  employed  not 
only  for  the  ground  of  a consecutive  reasoning,  but 
for  the  middle  term  of  a single  syllogism.  But  it  is, 
moreover,  vulgarly  employed  for  the  whole  process  of 
argumentation.  ^ 

The  term  demonstration  {demonstratio)  is  used  in  a 
looser,  and  in  a stricter,  signification.  In  the  former 
sense,  it  is  equivalent  to  probation,  or  argumenta- 
tion in  general;  in  the  latter,  to  necessary  lyrobation, 
or  argumentation  from  intuitive  principles. 

The  expression  leadmg  of  proof  might,  perhaps,  be 
translated  by  the  term  deduction,  but  then  this  term 
must  be  of  such  a latitude  as  to  include  induction,  to 
which  it  is  commonly  opposed  ; for  Probation  may  be 

a Eaacr,  Logik,  § 138.  Cf.  Kriig,  /ang  der  Lugik,  § 32  el  »ej.] 

Logik,  § 127.  — Kd.  [Cf.  Uichter.  fl  Sec  above,  vol.  i.  p.  278. — 
I'hfT  den  GegmMand  uml  den  Vtn-  Ed. 
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either  a process  of  Deduction,  that  is,  the  leading  of  lect. 
proof  out  of  one  higher  or  more  general  proposition, 
or  a process  of  Induction,  that  is,  the  leading  of  proof 
out  of  a plurality  of  lower  or  less  general  judgments. 

To  prove,  is  to  evince  the  truth  of  a proposition  not  Probation 
admitted  to  be  true,  from  other  propositions  the  truth  ” 
of  which  is  already  established.  In  every  probation 
there  arc  three  things  to  be  distinguished: — l°,ThePio- 
position  to  be  Proved, — the  Thesis ; 2°,  The  Grounds 
or  Principle  of  Proof, — the  Argument ; and,  3°,  The 
Degree  of  Cogency  with  which  the  thesis  is  inferred 
by  the  argumentum  or  argumenta, — the  vis  or  nci'vus 
prohandi.  All  probation  is  thus  syllogistic ; but  all  How  dinin- 
syllogism  is  not  probative.  The  peculiarity  of  proba-  Cm  Syiio- 
tion  consists  in  this, — that  it  expressly  supposes  a*™"' 
certain  given  proposition,  a certain  thesis,  to  be  true ; 
to  the  establishment  of  this  proposition  the  proof  is 
relative ; this  proposition  constitutes  the  conclusion 
of  the  syllogism  or  series  of  syllogisms  of  which  the 
probation  is  made  up  ; whereas,  in  the  mere  syllogistic 
process,  this  supposition  is  not  necessarily  involved. 

It  is  also  evident  that  the  logical  value  of  a probation  wbureon 
depends, — 1°,  On  the  truth  of  its  principles  or  argu-  lopc«HiH’u« 
menta,  2°,  On  their  connection  with  each  other  and 
with  the  thesis  or  proposition  to  bo  proved,  and,  3°, 

On  the  logical  formality  of  the  inference  of  the  thesis 
from  its  argumenta.  No  proposition  can  be  for  an- 
other the  principle  of  proof,  which  is  not  itself  either 
immediately  or  mediately  certain.  A proposition  is 
immediately  certain,  or  evident  at  first  hand,  when, 
by  the  very  nature  of  thought,  we  cannot  but  think 
it  to  be  true,  and  when  it,  therefore,  neither  requires 
nor  admits  of  proof.  A proposition  is  mediately  cer- 
tain, or  evident  at  second  hand,  when  it  is  not  at 
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once  and  in  itself  thought  as  necessarily  true,  but 
when  we  are  able  to  deduce  it,  with  a consciousness 
of  certainty,  from  a proposition  which  is  evident 
at  first  hand.  The  former  of  these  certainties  is 
called  self-cvidenty  intuitive,  original,  primary,  ulti- 
mate, &c.,  and  the  latter,  demonstrative,  derive, tive, 
secondary,  &c. 

According  to  this  distinction,  the  Ground  or  Prin- 
ciple of  Proof  is  either  absolute  or  relative.  Ab- 
solute, when  it  is  an  intuitive ; relative,  when  it  is 
a demonstrative,  proposition.  That  every  proposition 
must  ultimately  rest  on  some  intuitive  truth, — on  some 
judgment  at  first  hand,  is  manifest,  if  the  fact  of  pro- 
bation itself  be  admitted ; for  otherwise  the  regress 
would  extend  to  infinity,  and  all  probation,  conse- 
quently, be  impossible.  When,  for  example,  in  the 
series  of  grounds  H,  G,  F,  E,  D,  C,  B,  there  is  no  ulti- 
mate or  primary  A,  and  when,  consequently,  every 
A is  only  relatively,  in  respect  of  the  consequent 
series,  but  not  absolutely  and  in  itself,  first ; — in  this 
case,  no  sufficient  and  satisfactory  probation  is  pos- 
sible, for  there  always  remains  the  question  concern- 
ing a still  higher  principle.  But  positively  to  show 
that  such  primary  judgments  are  actually  given,  is  an 
exposition  which,  as  purely  metaphysical,  lies  beyond 
the  sphere  of  Logic.” 

To  the  general  form  of  a system  of  Proof  belong 
the  following  distinctions  of  propositions,  to  which  I 
formerly  alluded,*®  and  which  I may  again  recall  to 
your  remembrance.  Propositions  are  either  Theoret- 
ical or  Practical.  Praetical,  when  they  enounce  the 
way  in  which  it  is  possible  to  effectuate  or  produce 


a Compare  Eager,  Logik,  § 138. — 0 See  above,  vol.  i.  p.  266. — 

Ed.  Ed. 
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something ; Theoretical,  when  they  simply  enunciate  i,ect. 
a truth,  without  respect  to  the  way  in  which  this  may  — ^ ^ 
be  realised  or  produced.® 

A Theoretical  proposition,  if  a primary  or  intuitive  Axiom, 
principle,  is  styled  an  Axiom.  Examples  of  this  are 
given  in  the  four  Fundamental  Laws  of  Logic,  and  in 
themathematicaJ  common  notions — ThewJiole  is  greater 
tJian  its  part, — If  equals  he  added  to  equeds,  the  wholes 
are  equal,  &c.  A Practical  proposition,  if  a primary  or  Po»tui»t«. 
intuitive  principle,  is  styled  a Postulate.  Thus  Geo- 
metry postulates  the  possibility  of  drawing  lines, — of 
producing  them  ad  infaitum,  of  describing  circles,  &c. 

A Theoretical  proposition,  if  mediate  and  demon-  Tiicorem. 
strable,  is  called  a Theorem.  This  is  laid  down  as  a 
Thesis, — as  a judgment  to  be  proved, — and  is  proved 
from  intuitive  principles,  theoretical  and  practical. 

A Practical  proposition,  if  mediate  and  demonstrable.  Problem, 
is  called  a Problem.  In  the  probation,  the  Problem 
itself  is  first  enounced ; it  is  then  shown  in  the  solu- 
tion how  that  which  is  required  is  to  be  done, — is 
to  be  effected ; and,  finally,  in  the  proof,  it  is  demon- 
strated that  through  this  procedure  the  solution  of 
the  problem  is  obtained.  For  example,  in  the  geo- 
metrical problem, — to  describe  an  equilateral  triangle 
on  a given  straight  line  ; — there  this  problem  is  first 
stated ; the  solution  then  shows  that,  with  this  given 
line  as  a semi-diameter,  we  are  to  describe  from  each 
of  its  points  of  termination  a circle ; the  two  circles 
will  intersect  each  other,  and  we  are  then,  from  the 
point  of  intersection,  to  draw  straight  lines  to  each 
jjoint  of  termination ; this  being  done,  the  proof 
finally  demonstrates  that  these  circles  must  intersect 
each  otlier,  that  the  drawn 'straight  lines  necessarily 
a [Fries,  S»jdtm  der  Logik^  § 73.] 
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LK(T.  constitute  a triangle,  and  that  this  triangle  is  ncces- 
sarily  equilatcrsiL 

CorolUrici.  Corollaries  or  Consectaries  are  propositions  which, 
as  flowing  immediately  as  collateral  result  of  others, 
Euipoini-  require  no  separate  proof.  Em2)eiremata  or  Empiri- 
cal  Judyments  are  jiroiiositions,  the  validity  of  which 
Scholia.  reposes  upon  observation  and  experience.  Scholia  or 
Comments  arc  propositions  which  serve  only  for  illus- 
uaimiaUL  tration.  icmjiiata  or  are  propositions  bor- 

rowed either  from  a difl'erent  part  of  the  system  we 
treat  of,  or  from  sciences  other  than  that  in  which  we 
Hyiwihoa.  HOW  employ  them.  Finally,  Ilyjmtheses  are  proposi- 
tions of  two  different  significations.  For,  in  the  first 
place,  the  name  is  sometimes  given  to  the  arbitrary 
assumption  or  choice  of  one  out  of  various  means  of 
, accomplishing  an  end ; when,  for  example,  in  the 
division  of  the  periphery  of  the  circle,  we  select  the 
division  into  360  degrees,  or  when,  in  Arithmetic, 
we  select  the  decadic  scheme  of  numeration.  But, 
in  the  second  place,  the  name  of  hypothesis  is  more 
emphatically  given  to  provisory  suppositions,  which 
serve  to  explain  the  phenomena  in  so  far  as  ob- 
served, but  which  are  only  asserted  to  be  true,  if 
ultimately  confirmed  by  a complete  induction.  P"or 
example,  the  supposition  of  the  Copernican  solar  sys- 
tem in  Astronomy." 

Now  these  various  kinds  of  propositions  are  mutu- 
ally concatenated  into  system  by  the  Leading  of  Proof, 
— by  I’robation. 

So  much  for  the  character  of  this  process  in  gen- 
eral. The  paragraph,  already  dictated,  contains  a 
summary  of  the  various  particular  characters  by 
which  Probations  arc  distinguished.  Before  consid- 
o [Fries,  SynUm  t/tr  Loyik\  § 73.  Krug,  Li^yxkt  §§  C7,  08.] 
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Cling  these  in  detail,  1 shall  offer  some  preparatory 
observations. 

“ The  differences  of  Probations  are  dependent 
partly  on  their  Matter,  and  partly  on  the  Form  in 
which  they  are  expressed. 

“In  respect  of  the  former  ground  of  difference, — 
the  Matter, — Probations  are  distinguished  into  Pure 
or  a priori  and  Empiiical  or  a posterioii,  accord- 
ing as  they  are  founded  on  principles  which  we  must 
recognise  as  true,  as  constituting  the  necessary  con- 
ditions of  all  experience,  or  which  we  do  recognise  as 
true,  as  partieular  results  given  by  certain  applica- 
tions of  experience.  In  respect  of  the  latter  ground 
of  difference, — the  Form, — Probations  fall  into  various 
classes  according  to  the  difference  of  the  form  itself, 
which  is  either  External  or  Internal. 

“ In  relation  to  the  Internal  Form,  probations  are 
divided  into  Direct  or  Ostensive  and  Indirect  or 
Apagogical,  according  as  they  are  drawn  from  the 
thing  itself  or  from  its  opposite,  in  other  words,  ac- 
cording as  the  principles  of  probation  are  positive  or 
are  negative.”“ — Under  the  same  relation  of  Internal 
Form,  they  are  also  distinguished  by  reference  to  their 
order  of  procedure, — this  order  being  either  Essential 
or  Accidental.  The  essential  order  of  procedure  re- 
gards the  nature  of  the  inference  itself,  as  either  from 
the  whole  to  the  part,  or  from  the  parts  to  the  whole. 
The  former  constitutes  Deductive  Probation,  the  latter 
Inductive.  The  accidental  order  of  procedure  regards 
only  our  point  of  departure  in  considering  a probation. 
If,  commencing  with  the  highest  principle,  we  descend 
step  by  step  to  the  conclusion,  the  process  is  Synthe- 
tic or  Progressive ; here  the  conclusion  is  evolved  out 

a Esser,  § 141. — Ed. 
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LKCT.  of  the  princijile.  If  again,  starting  from  the  conclu- 
— 1 sion,  we  aseend  step  by  step  to  the  highest  jjrinciplc, 
the  process  is  Analytic  or  Regressive ; here  the  prin- 
ciple is  evolved  out  of  the  conclusion, 
b.  Exicruai  lu  rcspcct  to  tlic  Extcmal  Form,  Probations  arc 
l*rubAtions  Simple  or  Monosyllogistic  if  they  consist  of  a single 
cw-°  reasoning,  Composite  or  Polysyllogistic  if  they  consist 
uTpi'iar  uid  of  plurality  of  reasonings.  Under  the  same  relation 
of  external  form,  they  are  also  divided  into  Regular 
impcrfLct.  Irregular,  into  Perfect  and  Imperfect. 

3.  Acroni-  Another  division  of  Probations  is  by  reference  to 
nfi.’Tce o"  their  Cogency,  or  the  Degree  of  Certainty  with  which 
i'robfttiuni  their  inference  is  dra\vn.  But  their  cogency  is  of 
tk  various  degrees,  and  this  either  objectively  considered, 
“■  that  is,  as  determined  by  the  conditions  of  the  proof 
itself,  or  subjectively  considered,  that  is,  by  reference 
to  those  on  whom  the  proof  is  calculated  to  operate 
conviction.  In  the  former  or  objective  relation,  pro- 
bations are  partly  Apodeictic,  or  Demonstrative  in  the 
stricter  sense  of  that  term, — when  the  certainty  they 
necessitate  is  absolute  and  complete,  that  is,  when  the 
opposite  alternative  involves  a contradiction  ; partly 
Probable, — when  they  do  not  produce  an  invincible 
assurance,  but  when  the  evidence  in  favour  of  the 
conclusion  preponderates  over  that  which  is  opposed 
Universally  to  it.  In  the  latter  or  subjective  relation,  probations 

and  I*arti-  , tt»  iiitti  i i ^ 

arc  Cither  Umversally  Valid,  when  they  are  calculated 
to  operate  conviction  on  all  reasonable  minds,  or  Par- 
ticularly Valid,  when  they  are  fitted  to  convince  only 
certain  individual  minds. 

If  LXXXVII.  Probations  arc  divided  by  refer- 
ence to  their  Matter,  to  their  Form,  and  to  their 
Degree  of  Cogency. 
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In  relation  to  their  Matter,  they  arc  partly 
Pure  or  a jn’Wt'i,  partly  Empirical  or  a poste- 
riori. 

As  to  their  Form, — this  is  either  Internal  or 
External.  In  respect  to  their  Internal  Form, 
they  are,  1°,  By  reference  to  the  Manner  of  Infer- 
ence, Direct  or  Ostensive  {BeiKTiKai,  ostensivai), 
and  Indirect  or  Apagogical  (probationes  apago- 
gicce,  reductiones  ad  ahsurdumi) ; 2°,  By  refer- 
ence to  their  Essential  or  Internal  Order  of  Pro- 
cedure, they  are  either  Deductive  or  Inductive ; 
3°,  By  reference  to  their  Accidental  or  Exter- 
nal Order  of  Procedure,  they  are  partly  Synthetic 
or  Progressive,  partly  Analytic  or  Regressive. 
In  respect  to  their  External  Form,  they  arc, 
1°,  Simple  or  Monosyllogistic,  and  Composite  or 
Poly  syllogistic ; 2°,  Perfect  and  Imperfect ; 3°, 
Regular  and  Irregular. 

In  respect  to  their  Degree  of  Cogency,  they 
are,  1°,  As  objectively  considered,  cither  Apodeic- 
tic  or  Demonstrative  in  the  stricter  signification 
of  the  term,  (aTroSei'^et?,  demonstrationes  stricte 
dictee),  or  Probable,  {probationes  sensu  latiori)  ; 
2",  As  subjectively  considered,  they  arc  either 
Universally  Valid,  {kut  oKydetav,  secundum  veri- 
tatem),  or  Particularly  Valid  (kut’  avdpojTrov, 
ad  hominem).'^ 

To  speak  now  of  these  distinctions  in  detail.  In 
the  first  place,  “ Probations,”  we  have  said,  “ in  rela- 
tion to  their  matter,  are  divided  into  Pure  or  a prion 
and  Empirical  or  a posteriori.  Pure  or  a p>riori 

o Cf.  Krug,  Logik^  |§  128,  129,  — Ed.  [Cf.  Degerando,  Dfi  SigneUt 

130,  131,  132;  Easer,  Logik^  § 139.  t.  iv.  ch.  7,  ]>.  2IU.] 
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proofs  are  those  that  rest  on  principles  which,  although 
rising  into  consciousness  only  on  occasion  of  some 
external  or  internal  observation, — of  some  act  of  expe- 
rience, are  still  native,  are  still  original,  contributions 
of  the  mind  itself,  and  a contribution  without  which  no 
act  of  experience  becomes  possible.  Proofs  again  are 
called  Emjnrical  or  a jiostcrion,  if  they  rest  on  prin- 
ciples which  are  exclusively  formed  from  experience 
or  observation,  and  whose  validity  is  cognisable  in 
no  other  way  than  that  of  experience  or  observation. 
When  the  principles  of  Probation  are  such  as  are  not 
contingently  given  by  experience,  but  spontaneously 
engendered  by  the  mind  itself,  these  principles  are 
always  characterised  by  the  qualities  of  necessity  and 
universality  ; consequently,  a proof  supported  by  them 
is  elevated  altogether  above  the  po.ssibility  of  doubt. 
When,  on  the  other  hand,  the  principles  of  Probation 
are  such  as  have  only  the  guarantee  of  observation 
and  experience  for  their  truth, — (su2)posing  even  that 
the  observation  be  correct  and  the  experience  stable 
and  constiint), — these  principles,  and,  consequently, 
the  probation  founded  on  them,  ean  pretend  neither 
to  necessity  nor  to  universality  ; seeing  that  what  pro- 
duces the  observ'ation  or  experience,  has  only  a rela- 
tion to  individual  objects,  and  is  only  competent  to 
inform  us  of  what  now  is,  but  not  of  what  always  is, 
of  what  necessarily  must  be.  Although,  however, 
these  empirical  principles  are  impre.ssed  with  the  cha- 
racter neither  of  necessity  nor  of  universality,  they 
play  a very  important  part  in  the  theatre  of  human 
thought.”"  This  di.stinction  of  Proofs,  by  reference 
to  the  matter  of  our  knowledge,  is  one,  indeed,  which 
Logic  docs  not  take  into  account.  Logic,  in  fact,  con- 

o Esser,  Lt)gikt  § 140.  — Eo. 
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sidcrs  every  inference  of  a consequent  from  an  antece-  lect. 
dent  as  an  inference  a 'priori,  supposing  even  that  the 
antecedents  themselves  are  only  of  an  empirical  cha- 
racter. Thus  we  may  say,  that,  from  the  general  rela- 
tions of  distance  found  to  hold  between  tlie  planets, 

Kant  and  Olbers  proved  a priori  that  between  Mars 
and  Jupiter  a planetary  body  must  exist,  before  Ceres, 

Pallas,  Juno,  and  Vesta  were  actually  discovered.” 

Here,  however,  the  a piiori  principle  is  in  reality  only 
an  empirical  rule, — only  a generalisation  from  expe- 
rience. But  with  the  manner  in  which  these  em- 
pirical rules  (Bacon  would  call  them  axioms)  are 
themselves  discovered  or  evolved, — with  this  Pure 
Logic  has  no  concern.  This  will  fall  to  be  considered 
in  Modified  Logic,  when  we  treat  of  the  concrete 
Doctrine  of  Induction  and  Analogy. 

In  the  second  place,  “ in  respect  of  their  Form,  and  2.  in  respect 
that  the  Internal,  Probations  are,  as  we  said,  first  of  Fom,- 
all,  divided  into  Direct  or  Ostensive  and  Indirect  or  m.i  iT 
Apagogical.  A proof  is  Direct  or  Ostensive,  when  ' 
it  evinces  the  truth  of  a thesis  through  positive  princi- 
ples, that  is,  immediately ; it  is  Indirect  or  Apagogical, 
when  it  evinces  the  truth  of  a thesis  through  the  false- 
hood of  its  opposite,  that  is,  mediately.  The  indirect 
is  specially  called  the  apagogical,  {argumentatio  ajm- 
gogica  sive  deductiu  ad  impossihile),  because  it  shows 
that  something  cannot  be  admitted,  since,  if  admitted, 
consequences  would  neces.sarily  follow  impossilJe  or 
absurd.  The  Indirect  or  Apagogical  mode  of  proof  is  Principle 
established  on  the  principle,  that  that  must  be  con-  Pro^r.' 
ceded  to  be  true  whose  contradictory  opposite  con- 
tains within  itself  a contradiction.  This  principle 

o See  Kant’s  Vorltsungen  Ubn'  vi.  j».  449. — Ed. 
phynitche  Gtftyraphif^  1802;  Wtrlc^ 
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manifestly  rests  on  the  Law  of  Contradiction  and  on 
the  Law  of  Excluded  Middle;  for  what  involves  a 
contradiction  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  think,  and  if  a 
character  must  be  denied  of  an  object, — and  that  it 
must  be  so  denied  the  probation  has  to  show, — then 
the  contradictory  opposite  of  that  character  is  of 
necessity  to  be  affirmed  of  that  object.  The  Direct 
mode  of  probation  has  undoubtedly  this  advantage 
over  the  Indirect, — that  it  not  only  furnishes  the 
sought-for  truth,  but  also  clearly  develops  its  neces- 
sary connection  with  its  ultimate  principles  ; whereas 
the  Indirect  demonstrates  only  the  repugnance  of  some 
proposition  with  certain  truths,  without,  however, 
positively  evincing  the  truth  of  its  opposite,  anti 
thereby  obtaining  for  it  a full  and  satisfactory  recog- 
nition. It  is,  therefore,  usually  employed  only  to 
constrain  a troublesome  opponent  to  silence,  by  a 
display  of  the  absurdities  which  are  implied  in,  and 
which  would  flow  out  of,  his  assertions.  Nevertheless 
the  indirect  probation  establishes  the  proposition  to 
be  proved  not  less  certainly  than  the  direct ; nay,  it 
still  more  precisely  excludes  the  supposition  of  the 
opposite  alternative,  and,  consequently,  affords  an 
intenser  consciousness  of  necessity.  We  ought,  how- 
ever, to  be  on  our  guard  against  the  paralogisms  to 
which  it  is  peculiarly  exposed,  by  taking  care — 1°, 
That  the  opposites  arc  contradictory  and  not  con- 
trary ; and,  2°,  That  an  absurdity  really  is,  and  not 
merely  appears  to  be.  The  differences  of  Apagogical 
Probations  correspond  to  the  different  kinds  of  propo- 
sitions which  may  be  indirectly  demonstrated ; and 
these  arc,  in  their  widest  generality,  either  Categori- 
cal, or  Hypothetical,  or  Disjunctive.  Is  the  thesis  a 
categorical  proposition  ? Its  contradictory  opposite  is 
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supposed,  and  from  this  counter  proposition  conclu-  l^^. 

sions  are  deduced,  until  we  obtain  one  of  so  absurd  a ^ 

character,  that  we  are  able  to  argue  back  to  the  false- 
hood of  the  original  proposition  itself.  Again,  is  the 
thesis  an  hypothetical  judgment  ? The  contradictory 
opposite  of  the  consequent  is  assumed,  and  the  same 
process  to  the  same  end  is  performed  as  in  the  case  of 
a categorical  proposition.  Finally,  is  the  thesis  a dis- 
junctive proposition  ? In  that  case,  if  its  membi'a 
diyuncta  are  contradictorily  opposed,  we  cannot,  cither 
directly  or  indirectly,  prove  it  false  as  a whole;  all  that 
we  can  do  being  to  show  that  one  of  these  disjunct 
members  cannot  be  affirmed  of  the  subject,  from  which 
it  necessarily  follows  that  the  other  must.”" 

Under  the  Internal  Form,  Probations  are,  in  the  b.  Dodnc- 
second  place,  in  respect  of  their  Essential  or  Internal  inductive. 
Order  of  procedure,  either  Deductive  or  Inductive, 
according  as  the  thesis  is  proved  by  a process  of  rea- 
soning descending  from  generals  to  particulars  and 
individuals,  or  by  a process  of  reasoning  ascending 
from  individuals  and  particulars  to  generals.  On  this 
subject  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  anything,  as  the 
rules  which  govern  the  formal  inference  in  these  pro- 
cesses have  been  already  stated  in  the  Doctrine  of 
Syllogisms ; and  the  consideration  of  Induction,  as 
modified  by  the  general  conditions  of  the  matter  to 
which  it  is  applied,  can  only  be  treated  of  when,  in 
the  sequel,  we  come  to  Modified  or  Concrete  Method- 
ology. 

“Under  the  Internal  Form,  Probations  are,  how- c. syniii«ic 
ever,  in  the  third  place,  in  respect  of  their  External 
or  Accidental  Order  of  procedure.  Synthetic  or  Pro- 
gressive, and  Analytic  or  Regressive.  A probation 

a Eaaer,  Lo(/ik,  § 142. — Ed. 
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LECT.  is  called  synthetic  or  progressive^  when  the  conelusion 
is  evolved  out  of  the  principles, — analytic  or  regressive, 
when  the  principles  are  evolved  out  of  the  conclusion. 
In  the  former  case,  the  probation  goes  from  the  sub- 
ject to  the  predicate ; in  the  latter  case,  from  the 
predicate  to  the  subject.  Where  the  probation  is  com- 
plex,— if  synthetic,  the  conclusion  of  the  preceding  syl- 
logism is  the  subsumption  of  that  following ; if  analy- 
tic, the  conclusion  of  the  preceding  syllogism  is  the 
sumption  of  that  following.  In  respect  of  certainty, 
both  procedures  are  equal,  and  each  has  its  peculiar 
advantages  ; in  consequence  of  which  the  combination 
of  these  two  modes  of  proof  is  highly  expedient.  But 
the  Analytic  Procedure  is  often  competent  where  the 
Synthetic  is  not ; whereas  the  Synthetic  is  never  pos- 
sible where  the  Analytic  is  not,  and  this  is  never 
|K)ssible  where  we  have  not  a requisite  stock  of  propo- 
sitions already  verified.  When  the  Probation  is  partly 
anal)rtic,  partly  synthetic,  it  is  called  Mixed."'^ 


P«r.LXXXVni. 
Formal 
Legitimacy 
of  a Proba- 
tion#— ill 
Rules. 


IF  LXXXVIII.  The  Formal  Legitimacy  of  a 
Probation  is  determined  by  the  following  rules. 

1°,  Nothing  is  to  be  begged,  borrowed,  or  stolen ; 
that  is,  nothing  is  to  be  presupposed  as  proved, 
which  itvself  requires  a demonstration.  The  vio- 
lation of  this  rule  affords  the  vice  called  the 
Petitio  prineipii,  or  Fallacia  qumiti  medii  (to 
O'  dpXP  atretcr^ai).  ^ 

2°,  No  proposition  is  to  be  employed  as  a prin- 
ciple of  proof,  the  truth  of  which  is  only  to  be 


a Etiser,  Logik^  § 142,— F/D.  in  priocipio ; sed  toC 

j3  [On  error  of  this  term,  see  Paci-  iv  wpoKupi4¥ov^  id  est,  ejus  pro* 
ua,  Commefitarius  in  Org.]  [In  AnaL  blcmatis,  quod  initio  fiiit  propoiitum 
Prior. f it.  \G  i “ Non  c«t  i>otitio  ct  in  disqnisitioncDi  vocatum.”  Ifnd, 
CLfix^h  id  est,  principii,  vcl  rp  ii.  24.— En. 
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evinced  as  a consequence  of  the  proposition  lect. 
which  it  is  employed  to  prove.  The  violation  of  — ^ ^ 
this  rule  is  the  vice  called  wrrtpov  irporepov. 

3°,  No  circular  probation  is  to  be  made ; that 
is,  the  proposition  which  we  propose  to  prove 
must  not  be  used  as  a principle  for  its  own  pro- 
bation. The  violation  of  this  rule  is  called  the 
Orbis  vel  circulus  in  demonstrando, — dicdlelus, — 

6 81  dX\ij\<ov  Tpoiros." 

4°,  No  leap,  no  hiatus,  must  be  made ; that  is, 
the  syllogisms  of  which  the  probation  is  made 
up,  must  stand  in  immediate  or  continuous  con- 
nection. From  the  transgression  of  this  rule 
results  the  vice  called  the  Saltus  vel  Hiatus  in 
demonstrando. 

5°,  The  scope  of  the  probation  is  not  to  be 
changed ; that  is,  nothing  is  to  be  proved  other 
than  what  it  was  proposed  to  prove.  The  viola- 
tion of  this  rule  gives  the  Heterozetesis,  Ignoratio 
vel  Mutatio  elenchi,  and  the  Transitus  in  aliud 
genus  vel  a genere  ad  genus, — perdfiaais  eis  aXXo 

In  this  paragraph,  I have  given,  as  different  rules,  thcm  mies 
those  canons  which  are  opposed  to  vices  not  abso-  »wo. 
lutely  identical,  and  which  have  obtained  different 
denominations.  But  you  must  observe,  that  the  first 
three  rules  are  all  manifestly  only  various  modifications 
— only  special  cases — of  one  general  law.  To  this  law, 
likewise,  the  fourth  rule  may  with  perfect  propriety 

a Sec  SextuB  Empiriciu,  Pyrrh,  die  allgemenu  DtnkformenUhrt,  g 
Hyp.,  i.  169,  ii.  68;  lAcitinB,  L.  ix.  160,  p.  407,  Jena,  1827.]  [Cf.  Krug, 

§§  88,  89.  [Cf.  Facciolati,  Aeroaeet,  Logik,  g 13.7  ; Eaaer,  Logik,  § 144. — 
p.  69  el  wj.]  Ed.] 

a [Sea  Reinhold,  Die  Logik  otier 
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LEcr,  be  reduced,  for  the  saUus  or  hiatus  in  probando  is,  in 
1-  fact,  no  less  the  assumption  of  a proposition  as  a prin- 
ciple of  probation  which  itself  requires  proof,  than 
either  the  petitio  principii,  the  hysteron  proteron,  or 
the  circulus  in  probando.  These  five  laws,  therefore, 
and  the  correspondent  vices,  may  all  be  reduced  to 
two  ; the  one  of  which  regards  the  means,  the 
principles  of  proof;  the  other  the  end,  the  propo- 
sition to  be  proved.  The  former  of  these  laws  pre- 
scribes,— That  no  proposition  be  employed  as  a prin- 
ciple of  probation,  which  stands  itself  in  want  of 
proof ; the  latter, — That  nothing  else  be  proved  than 
the  proposition  for  whose  proof  the  probation  was  in- 
stituted. You  may,  therefore,  add  to  the  last  para- 
graph the  following  supplement : — 

7 LXXXIX.  These  rules  of  the  logicians  may, 
however,  all  be  reduced  to  two. 

1°,  That  no  proposition  be  employed  as  a Prin- 
ciple of  Probation,  which  stands  itself  in  need  of 
proof. 

2°,  That  nothing  else  be  proved  than  the  Pro- 
position for  whose  proof  the  Probation  was  in- 
stituted. 

i^piic-  Of  these  two,  the  former  comprehends  the  first  four 
rules  of  the  logicians,  the  latter  the  fifth.  I shall 
now,  therefore,  proceed  to  illustrate  the  five  rules  in 
detail. 

First  Rnic.  The  First  Rule, — Nothing  is  to  be  begged,  borrowed, 

or  stolen,  that  is,  nothing  is  to  be  presupposed  as 
proved,  which  itself  requires  a demonstration, — is,  in 
fact,  an  enunciation  of  the  first  general  rule  I gave 
you,  and  to  this,  therefore,  as  we  shall  see,  the  second. 


Pu-.LXXXIX. 
Rule*  of 
Probfttioo 
reduced  to 
two. 


Digitized  by  Google 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC. 


53 


third,  aud  fourth  are  to  be  reduced  as  special  appli-  lect. 

cations.  But,  in  considering  this  law  in  its  univer- 1 

sality,  it  is  not  to  be  understood  as  if  every  probation 
were  at  once  to  be  rejected  as  worthless,  in  which 
anything  is  presupposed  and  not  proved.  Were  this 
its  sense,  it  would  be  necessary  in  every  probation  to 
ascend  to  the  highest  principles  of  human  knowledge, 
and  these  themselves  as  immediate  and,  consequently, 
incapable  of  proof,  might  be  rejected  as  unproved 
assumptions.  Were  this  the  meaning  of  the  law, 
there  could  be  no  probation  whatever.  But  it  is  not 
to  be  understood  in  this  extreme  rigour.  That  pro- 
bation alone  is  a violation  of  this  law,  and,  conse- 
quently, alone  is  vicious,  in  which  a proposition  is 
assumed  as  a principle  of  proof,  which  may  be  doubted 
on  the  ground  on  which  the  thesis  itself  is  doubted, 
and  where,  therefore,  we  prove  the  uncertain  by  the 
equally  uncertain.  The  probation  must,  therefore, 
depart  from  such  principles  as  are  either  immediately 
given  as  ultimate,  or  mediately  admit  of  a proof  from 
other  sources  than  the  proposition  itself  in  question. 

When,  for  example,  it  was  argued  that  the  Newtonian 
theory  is  false,  which  holds  colours  to  be  the  result 
of  a diversity  of  parts  in  light,  on  the  ground,  ad- 
mitted by  the  ancients,  that  the  celestial  bodies,  and, 
consequently,  their  emanations,  consist  of  homoge- 
neous elements; — this  reasoning  was  inept,  for  the 
principle  of  proof  was  not  admitted  by  modem 
philosophers.  Thus,  when  Aristotle  defends  the  in- 
stitution of  slavery  as  a natural  law,  on  the  ground 
that  the  barbarians,  as  of  inferior  intellects,  are  the 
born  bondsmen  of  the  Greeks,  and  the  Greeks,  as  of 
superior  intellect,  the  l)orn  masters  of  the  barbarians," 

• a PolU.,  i.  2.— Eo. 


Digitized  by  Google 


54 


LECTUKES  ON  LOGIC. 


LKCT. 

XXVI. 


Socood 

Rule. 


— (an  argument  which  has,  likewise,  been  employed 
in  modern  times  in  the  British  Parliament,  with  the 
substitution  of  negroes  for  barbarians,  and  whites 
for  Greeks), — this  argument  is  invalid,  as  assuming 
what  is  not  admitted  by  the  opponents  of  slavery. 
It  would  be  a petilio  principii  to  prove  to  the  Mo- 
hammedan the  divinity  of  Christ  from  texts  in  the 
New  Testament,  for  he  does  not  admit  the  authority 
of  the  Bible  ; but  it  would  be  a valid  argumentum 
ad  hominem  to  prove  to  him  from  the  Koran  the  pro- 
phetic mission  of  Jesus,  for  the  authority  of  the  Koran 
he  acknowledges. 

The  Second  Rule, — That  no  proposition  is  to  be  em- 
ployed as  a principle  of  proof,  the  truth  of  which  is 
only  to  be  evinced  as  a consequence  of  the  proposi- 
tion which  it  is  employed  to  prove, — is  only  a special 
case  of  the  preceding.  For  example,  if  we  were  to 
argue  that  man  is  a free  agent,  on  the  ground  that 
he  is  morally  responsible  for  his  actions,  or  that  his 
actions  can  be  imputed  to  him,  or  on  the  groimd 
that  vice  and  virtue  are  absolutely  different, — in  these 
cases,  the  hysteron  proteron  is  committed  ; for  only 
on  the  ground  that  the  human  will  is  free,  can  man 
be  viewed  as  a morally  responsible  agent,  and  his  ac- 
tions be  imputed  to  him,  or  can  the  discrimination  of 
vice  and  virtue,  as  more  than  a merely  accidental  rela- 
tion, be  maintained.  But  we  must  pause  before  we 
reject  a reasoning  on  the  ground  of  hysteron  proteron; 
for  the  reasoning  may  still  be  valid,  though  this  logi- 
cal fault  be  committed.  Nay,  it  is  frequently  neces- 
sary for  us  to  reason  by  such  a regress.  In  the  very 
example  given,  if  we  be  unable  to  prove  directly  that 
the  will  of  man  is  free,  but  are  able  to  prove  that  he 
is  a moral  agent,  responsible  for  his  actions,  as  sub- 


Digitized  by  Google 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC. 


55 


iccted  to  the  voluntary  but  unconditioned  Law  of  lfxt. 

•'  XXVI 

Duty,  and  if  the  faet  of  this  law  of  duty  and  its  un-  1 

qualified  obligation  involve,  as  a postulate,  an  eman- 
cipation from  necessity, — in  that  case,  no  competent 
objection  can  be  taken  to  this  process  of  reasoning. 

This,  in  fact,  is  Kant’s  argument  From  what  he  calls 
the  categorical  imperative,  that  is,  from  the  fact  of 
the  unconditioned  law  of  duty  as  obligatory  on  man, 
he  postulates,  as  conditions,  the  liberty  of  the  human 
will,  and  the  existence  of  a God,  as  the  moral  gover- 
nor of  a moral  universe." 

The  Third  Law, — That  no  circular  probation  is  to  Thw  Rale, 
be  made,  that  is,  the  proposition  which  we  propose  to 
prove  must  not  be  used  as  a principle  for  its  own  pro- 
bation,— this,  in  like  manner,  is  only  a particular  case 
of  the  first  “ To  the  Circle  there  are  required  properly 
two  probations,  which  are  so  reciprocally  related  that 
the  antecedent  in  the  one  is  proved  by  its  own  conse- 
quent in  the  other.  The  proposition  A is  true  be- 
cause the  proposition  B is  true ; and  the  proposition 
B is  true  because  the  proposition  A is  true.  A circle 
so  palpable  as  this  would  indeed  be  committed  by  no 
one.  The  vice  is  usually  concealed  by  the  interpola- 
tion of  intermediate  propositions,  or  by  a change  in 
the  expression.”  ^ Thus  Plato,  in  his  PhcBdo,"*  demon- 
strates the  immortality  of  the  soul  from  its  simplicity ; 
and,  in  the  Republic,*  he  demonstrates  its  simplicity 
from  its  immortality. 

In  relation  to  the  Hysteron  Proteron  and  the  Circle, 

I must  observe  that  these  present  some  peculiar  diffi- 
culties  for  the  systematic  arrangement  of  our  know-  to™  ot- 

s Kritih  der  mitten  Kernv«/t,  Me-  0 Krug,  Logii,  { 133,  Anm.  3. — 
thodenlehre,  Haaptst.  ii,  Abachn.  2.  EU>. 

Krilik  dcr  praHixhtn  reniun/l,  p.  y P.  78. — Ed. 

274,  ed.  BoMokraoz. — Eo.  t B.  x.  p.  611. — Ed. 


Digitized  by  Googie 


56 


LEoTtlKKS  ON  LOGIC. 


LKcrr. 

.\XVI. 


foundecl 
wiih  ihti 
tAutolugicaJ 
Circle. 


Fourth 

Rule. 


The  Saltut 
demon- 
ahrando. 


ledge.  Through  the  Cirele,  (the  result  of  whieh  is  only 
the  proof  of  an  assertion), — through  the  Cirele  by  itself, 
nothing  whatever  is  gained  for  the  logical  develop- 
ment of  our  knowledge.  But  we  must  take  care  not 
to  confound  the  connection  of  Regressive  and  Pro- 
gressive Proofs  with  the  tautological  Circle.  When, 
in  the  treatment  of  a science  out  of  the  observed 
facts,  we  wish  to  generalise  universal  laws,  we  lead, 
in  the  first  place,  an  inductive  probation,  that  (on) 
certain  laws  there  are.  Having  assured  ourselves  of 
the  existence  of  these  laws  by  this  regressive  process, 
we  then  place  them  in  theory  at  the  head  of  a pro- 
gressive or  synthetic  probation,  in  which  the  facts 
again  recur,  reversed  and  illustrated  from  the  laws, 
which,  in  the  antecedent  process,  they  had  been  em- 
ployed to  establish ; that  is,  it  is  now  shown  why 
(Ston)  these  facts  exist. 

The  Fourth  Rule, — No  leap,  no  gap,  must  be  made, 
that  is,  the  syllogisms  of  which  the  probation  is  made 
up  must  stand  in  immediate  or  continuous  connection, 
— may  be,  likewise,  reduced  to  the  first.  For  here 
the  only  vice  is,  that  by  an  ellipsis  of  an  intermediate 
link  in  the  syllogistic  chain  we  use  a proposition  which 
is  actually  without  its  proof,  and  it  is  only  because 
this  proposition  is  as  yet  unproved,  that  its  employ- 
ment is  illegitimate.  The  ScUtus  is,  therefore,  only  a 
special  case  of  the  Petitio. 

The  Saltus  is  committed  when  the  middle  term  of 
one  of  the  syllogisms  in  a probation  is  not  stated. 
If  the  middle  term  be  too  manifest  to  require  state- 
ment, then  is  the  saltus  not  to  be  blamed,  for  it  is 
committed  only  in  the  expression  and  not  in  the 
thought.  If  the  middle  term  be  not  easy  of  dis- 
covery. then  the  saltus  is  a fault;  but  if  there  be 
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no  middle  term  to  be  found,  then  the  saltus  is  a vice  lbct. 

whieh  invalidates  the  whole  remainder  of  the  proba-  1- 

tion.  The  proper  saltus, — the  real  violation  of  this 
law,  is,  therefore,  when  we  make  a transition  from  one 
proposition  to  another,  the  two  not  being  connected 
together  as  reason  and  eonsequent.“  The  (vulgar) 
Enthymeme  and  the  Sorites  do  not,  therefore,  it  is 
evident,  involve  violations  of  this  law. 

The  Fifth  Rule, — The  scope  of  the  probation  is  not  Fifth  RuK 
to  be  changed,  that  is,  nothing  is  to  be  proved  other 
than  what  was  proposed  to  be  proved, — corresponds 
to  the  second  of  the  two  rules  which  I gave,  and  of 
which  it  is  only  a less  explicit  statement.  It  evidently  Admiu  of 
admits  of  three  kinds  or  degrees.  In  the  first  case,  groe,. 
the  proposition  to  be  proved  is  changed  by  the 
change  of  its  subject  or  predicate  into  diflerent  no- 
tions. Again,  the  proposition  may  substantially  re- 
main the  same,  but  may  be  changed  into  one  either  of 
a wider  or  of  a narrower  extension, — the  second  and 
third  cases. 

The  first  of  these  cases  is  the  Mutatio  Elenchi,  or  Fint 
Transitus  ad  aliud  genus,  properly  so  called.  “ When 
a probation  does  not  demonstrate  what  it  ought  to 
demonstrate,  it  may,  if  considered  absolutely  or  in 
itself,  be  valid  ; but  if  considered  relatively  to  the  pro- 
position which  it  behoves  us  to  prove,  it  is  of  no  value. 

We  commute  by  this  procedure  the  whole  scope  or  pur- 
port of  the  probation  ; we  desert  the  proper  object  of 
inquiry, — the  point  in  question.  If  a person  would 
prove  the  existence  of  ghosts,  and  to  this  end  prove 
by  witnesses  the  fact  of  unusual  noises  and  appear- 
ances during  the  night,  he  would  prove  something 
■ very  different  from  what  he  proposed  to  establish ; 

a Cf.  Krug,  Log'ik,  § 133,  Anm.  4. — Ed. 
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for  this  would  be  admitted  without  difficulty  by  those 
who  still  denied  the  apparition  of  ghosts  : it,  therefore, 
behoved  him  to  show  that  the  unusual  phsenomena 
were  those  of  a spirit  good  or  bad.”  “ 

The  two  other  cases, — when  the  proposition  actually 
proved  is  either  of  a smaller  or  of  a greater  extension 
than  the  proposition  which  ought  to  have  been  proved, 
— are  not  necessarily,  like  the  preceding,  altogether 
irrelevant.  They  are,  however,  compared  together,  of 
various  degrees  of  relevancy.  In  the  former  case, 
where  too  Uttle  is  proved, — here  the  end  proposed  is, 
to  a certain  extent  at  least,  changed,  and  the  proba- 
tion results  in  something  different  from  what  it  was 
intended  to  accomplish.  For  example,  if  we  propose 
to  prove  that  Sempronius  is  a virtuous  character, 
and  only  prove  the  legality  of  his  actions,  we  here 
prove  something  less  than,  something  different  from, 
what  we  professed  to  do ; for  we  proposed  to  prove 
the  internal  morality,  and  not  merely  the  external  law- 
fulness, of  his  conduct.  Such  a proof  is  not  absolutely 
invalid  ; it  is  not  even  relatively  null,  for  the  exter- 
nal legality  is  always  a concomitant  of  internal  mor- 
ality. But  the  existence  of  the  latter  is  not  evinced 
by  that  of  the  former,  for  Sempronius  may  conform 
his  actions  to  the  law  from  expediency  and  not  from 
duty.^ 

In  the  other  case,  in  which  there  is  proved  too  much, 
the  probation  is  lawful,  and  only  not  adequate  and 
precise.  For  example,  if  we  propose  to  prove  that  the 
soul  does  not  perish  with  the  body,  and  actually  prove 
that  its  dissolution  is  absolutely  impossible, — here 
the  proof  is  only  superabundant.  The  logical  rule, — 

a Knig,  Logik,  § 133,  Anm.  2. — S Of.  Krug,  togik,  § 133,  Anm.  5. 

Ed.  — Ed. 
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Qui  nimium  prohat,  nihil  prohat,  is,  therefore,  in  its 
universal  or  unqualified  expression,  ineorrect.  The 
proving  too  much  is,  however,  often  the  sign  of  a 
saltus  having  been  eommitted.  For  example, — when' 
a religious  enthusiast  argues  from  the  strength  of  his 
persuasion,  that  he  is,  therefore,  actuated  by  the  Holy 
Spirit,  and  his  views  of  religion  consequently  true, — 
there  is  here  too  much  proved,  for  there  is  implied 
the  antecedent,  omitted  by  a saltus,  that  whoever  is 
strongly  persuaded  of  his  inspiration  is  really  inspired, 
— a proposition  too  manifestly  absurd  to  bear  an 
explicit  enouncement.  In  this  case,  the  apparent  too 
much  is  in  reality  a too  much  which,  when  closely 
examined,  resolves  itself  into  a nothing.® 

We  have  thus  terminated  the  consideration  of  Pure 
or  Abstract  Logic  in  both  its  Parts,  and  now  enter  on 
the  Doctrine  of  Modified  or  Concrete  Logic. 

a [Cf.  Sigwart,  I/andbuch  :u  Vorkaungm  Uber  die  Lo/jik,  § 407,  p.  262.] 
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LECTURE  XXVII. 

MODIFIED  LOGIC. 

PART  1. — MODIFIED  STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION  I. — DOCTRINE  OF  TRUTH  AND  ERROR. 

TRUTH. — ITS  CHARACTER  AND  KINDS. 

Having  now  terminated  the  Doetrine  of  Pure  or  Ab- 
stract Logic,  we  proceed  to  that  of  Modified  or  Con- 
crete Logic.  In  entering  on  this  subject,  I have  to 
recall  to  your  memory  what  has  formerly  been  stated 
in  regard  to  the  object  which  Modified  Logic  pro- 
poses for  consideration.  Pure  Logic  takes  into  ac- 
count only  the  necessary  conditions  of  thought,  as 
founded  on  the  nature  of  the  thinking  process  itself. 
Modified  Logic,  on  the  contrary,  considers  the  condi- 
tions to  which  thought  is  subject,  arising  from  the 
empirical  circumstances,  external  and  internal,  under 
which  exclusively  it  is  the  wUI  of  our  Creator  that 
man  should  manifest  his  faculty  of  thinking.  Pure 
Logic  is  thus  exclusively  conversant  with  the  form. 
Modified  Logic  is,  likewise,  occupied  with  the  matter, 
of  thought  And  as  their  objects  are  difierent,  so, 
likewise,  must  be  their  ends.  The  end  of  Pure  Logic 
is  formal  truth,  — the  harmony  of  thought  with 
thought ; the  end  of  Modified  Logic  is  the  harmony 
of  thought  with  existence.  Of  these  ends,  that  which 
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Pure  Logic  proposes  is  less  ambitious,  but  it  is  fully  lect. 

and  certainly  accomplished ; the  end  which  Modified  

Logic  proposes  is  higher,  but  it  is  far  less  perfectly 
attained.  The  problems  which  Modified  Logic  has  to  lu  preb- 
solve  may  be  reduced  to  three : 1°,  What  is  Truth  uoced  u> 
and  its  contradictory  opposite, — Error  ? 2°,  What 

are  the  Causes  of  Error  and  the  Impediments  to  Truth, 
by  which  man  is  beset  in  the  employment  of  his  facul- 
ties, and  what  are  the  Means  of  their  Removal  ? And, 

3°,  What  are  the  Subsidiaries  by  which  Human 
Thought  may  be  strengthened  and  guided  in  the 
exercise  of  its  functions  1 

From  this  statement  it  is  e%ndent  that  Concrete  And  diitn- 
Logic  might,  like  Pure  Logic,  have  been  divided  into  iw«n  iu 
a Stoicheiology  and  a Methodology, — the  former  com-  lo^'nnlnu 
prising  the  first  two  heads, — the  latter  the  third.  For  oi^y. 
if  to  Modified  Stoicheiology  we  refer  the  considera- 
tion of  the  nature  of  concrete  truth  and  error,  and  of 
the  conditions  of  a merely  not  erroneous  emplo)rment 
of  thought, — this  will  be  exhausted  in  the  First  and 
Second  Chapters ; whereas  if  we  refer  to  Methodology 
a consideration  of  the  means  of  employing  thought 
not  merely  without  error  but  with  a certain  positive 
perfection, — this  is  what  the  Third  Chapter  professes 
to  expound. 

I commence  the  First  Chapter,  which  proposes  to 
answer  the  question, — What  is  Truth  1 with  its  cor- 
relatives,— by  the  dictation  of  the  following  paragraph. 

7 XC.  The  end  which  all  our  scientific  efforts  Pmr.  xc. 
are  exerted  to  accomplish,  is  Truth  and  Cer- Ccruimy, 
tainty.  Truth  is  the  correspondence  or  agree- 
ment of  a cognition  with  its  object ; its  Criterion 
is  the  necessity  determined  by  the  laws  which 
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govern  our  faculties  of  knowledge ; and  Certainty 
is  the  eonsciousness  of  this  necessity.®  Certainty, 
or  the  eonscious  necessity  of  knowledge,  abso- 
lutely excludes  the  admission  of  any  opposite 
supposition.  Where  such  appears  admissible, 
doubt  and  uncertainty  arise.  If  we  consider 
truth  by  relation  to  the  degree  and  kind  of  Cer- 
tainty, we  have  to  distinguish  Knowledge,  Belief, 
and  Opinion.  Knowledge  and  Belief  differ  not 
only  in  degree  but  in  kind.  Knowledge  is  a 
certainty  founded  upon  insight ; Belief  is  a cer- 
tainty founded  upon  feeling.  The  one  is  per- 
spicuous and  objective ; the  other  is  obscure  and 
subjective.  Each,  however,  supposes  the  other ; 
and  an  assurance  is  said  to  be  a knowledge  or  a 
belief,  according  as  the  one  element  or  the  other 
preponderatea  Opinion  is  the  admission  of 
something  as  true,  where,  however,  neither  in- 
sight nor  feeling  is  so  intense  as  to  necessitate  a 
perfect  certainty.  What  prevents  the  admission 
of  a proposition  as  certain  is  called  Doubt.  The 
approximation  of  the  imperfect  certainty  of 
opinion  to  the  perfect  certainty  of  knowledge  or 
belief  is  called  Probability. 

If  we  consider  Truth  with  reference  to  Know- 
ledge, and  to  the  way  in  which  this  knowledge 
arises,  we  must  distinguish  Empirical  or  a pos- 
teriori from  Pure  or  a priori  Truth.  The  for- 
mer has  reference  to  cognitions  which  have  their 
source  in  the  presentations  of  Perception,  Ex- 
ternal and  Internal,  and  which  obtain  their  form 
by  the  elaboration  of  the  Understanding  or  Fa- 
culty of  Relations  (Stavoiou)  The  latter  is  con- 

a Cf.  Twesten,  Dk  Logih,  insbeiondere  die  Analytii,  § 30C. — Ed. 
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tained  in  the  necessary  and  universal  cognitions  lect. 

* ^ YXVIT 

afforded  by  the  Regulative  Faculty, — Intellect  .1 

Proper,  or  Common  Sense,  {vovs.) 

This  paragraph,  after  stating  that  Truth  and  Cer-  Expiio»- 
tainty  constitute  the  end  of  aU  our  endeavours  after 
knowledge,  because  only  in  the  attainment  of  truth 
and  certainty  can  wo  possibly  attain  to  knowledge  or 
science ; — I say,  after  the  statement  of  this  manifest 
proposition,  it  proceeds  to  define  what  is  meant  by 
the  two  terms  Truth  and  Certainty;  and, — to  com- 
mence with  the  former, — Truth  is  defined,  the  corre- 
spondence or  agreement  of  a cognition  or  cognitive  act 
of  thought  with  its  object. 

The  question — What  is  Truth  ? is  an  old  and  cele-  Tmth,— 
brated  problem.  It  was  proposed  by  the  Roman  *“ 
Governor, — by  Pontius  Pilate, — to  our  Saviour ; and  it 
is  a question  which  still  recurs,  and  is  still  keenly  agi- 
tated, in  the  most  recent  schools  of  Philosophy.  In  one  Definition 
respect,  all  are  nearly  agreed  in  regard  to  the  defini-  ” * 
tion  of  the  term,  for  all  admit  that  by  truth  is  under- 
stood a harmony, — an  agreement, — a correspondence 
Ixitween  our  thought  and  that  which  we  think  about. 

This  definition  of  truth  we  owe  to  the  schoolmen. 
“Veritas  intellectus,”  says  Aquinas,  “ est  adsequatio  in- 
tellectus  et  rci,  secundum  quod  intellectus  dicit  esse, 
quod  est,  vel  non  esse,  quod  non  est.”“  From  the 
schoolmen  this  definition  has  been  handed  down  to 
modern  philosophers,  by  whom  it  is  currently  em- 
ployed, without,  in  general,  a suspicion  of  its  origin. 

It  is  not,  therefore,  in  regard  to  the  meaning  of  the 
term  truth,  that  there  is  any  difference  of  opinion 

a IContra  Oentilet,  lib.  i.  c.  69.  eee  Raiz,  Comment,  de  fSHmtia,  tie 
S«o  Biunde,  Uber  Wahrheit  in  Er-  Ideis,de  yerUate,  Ac.,  Diap.  Ixxxv., 
kenncTi,  p.  11.  On  Truth  in  gonoral,  p.  871 
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among  philosophers.  The  questions  which  have  pro- 
voked discussion,  and  which  remain,  as  heretofore, 
without  a definitive  solution,  are  not  whether  truth  bo 
the  harmony  of  thought  and  reality,  but  whether  this 
harmony,  or  truth,  be  attainable,  and  whether  we  pos- 
sess any  criterion  by  which  we  can  be  assured  of  its 
attainment.  Considering,  however,  at  present  only  the 
meaning  of  the  term,  philosophers  have  divided  Truth, 
(or  the  harmony  of  thought  and  its  object),  into  differ- 
ent species,  to  which  they  have  given  diverse  names ; 
but  they  arc  at  one  neither  in  the  division  nor  in  the 
nomenclature. 

It  is  plain  that  for  man  there  can  be  conceived  only 
two  kinds  of  Truth,  because  there  are  for  human  thought 
only  two  species  of  object.  For  that  about  which  we 
think,  must  either  be  a thought,  or  something  which  a 
thought  contains  On  this  is  founded  the  distinction 
of  Formal  Knowledge  and  Real  Knowledge, — of  For- 
mal Truth  and  Real  Truth.  Of  these  in  their  order. 

I.  In  regard  to  the  former,  a thought  abstracted 
from  what  it  contains,  that  is,  from  its  matter  or  what 
it  is  conversant  about,  is  the  mere  form  of  thought. 
The  knowledge  of  the  form  of  thought  is  a formal 
knowledge,  and  the  harmony  of  thought  with  the  form 
of  thought  is,  consequently.  Formal  Truth.  Now  Formal 
Knowledge  is  of  two  kinds  ; for  it  regards  either  the 
conditions  of  the  Elaborative  Faculty, — the  Faculty 
of  Thought  Proper, — or  the  conditions  of  our  Presen- 
tations or  Representations  of  external  things,  that  is, 
the  intuitions  of  Space  and  Time.  The  former  of  these 
sciences  is  Pure  Logic, — the  science  which  considers 
the  laws  to  which  the  Understanding  is  astricted  in  its 
elaborative  operations,  without  inquiring  what  is  the 
object, — what  is  the  matter,  to  which  the.se  operations 


Digitized  by  GoogI 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC. 


65 


are  applied.  The  latter  of  these  sciences  is  Mathema-  lect. 

* ^ . . . . XXVII. 

tics,  or  the  science  of  Quantity,  which  considers  the  re-  ^ 

lations  of  Time  and  Space,  without  inquiring  whether 
there  be  any  actual  reality  in  space  or  time.  Formal 
truth  will,  therefore,  be  of  two  kinds, — Logical  and 
Mathematical.  Logical  truth  is  the  harmony  or  agree- 
ment  of  our  thoughts  with  themselves  as  thoughts,  in 
other  words,  the  correspondence  of  thought  with  the 
universal  laws  of  thinking.  These  laws  are  the  object 
of  Pure  or  General  Logic,  and  in  these  it  places  the 
criterion  of  truth.  This  criterion  is,  however,  only  the 
negative  condition, — only  the  conditio  sine  qua  non, — 
of  truth.  Logical  truth  is  supposed  in  supposing  the 
possibility  of  thought ; for  all  thought  presents  a com- 
bination, the  elements  of  which  are  repugnant  or 
congruent,  but  which  cannot  be  repugnant  and  con- 
gruent at  the  same  time.  Logic  might  be  true,  al- 
though we  possessed  no  truth  beyond  its  fundamental 
laws,  although  we  knew  nothing  of  any  real  existence 
beyond  the  formal  hypothesis  of  its  possibility. 

But  were  the  Laws  of  Logic  purely  subjective,  that 
is,  were  they  true  only  for  our  thought  alone,  and 
without  any  objective  validity,  all  human  sciences, 

(and  Mathematics  among  the  rest),  would  be  purely 
subjective  likewise ; for  we  are  cognisant  of  objects 
only  under  the  forms  and  rules  of  which  Logic  is 
the  scientific  development.  If  the  true  character  of 
objective  validity  be  universality,  the  laws  of  Logic 
are  really  of  that  character,  for  these  laws  constrain 
us,  by  their  own  authority,  to  regard  them  as  the  uni- 
versal laws  not  only  of  human  thought,  but  of  univer- 
sal reason. 

The  case  is  the  same  with  the  other  formal  science,  M»ih«ni«ti. 
the  science  of  Quantity,  or  Mathcmatic.s.  Without'  ™ 

VOI..  II.  E 
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inquiring  into  the  reality  of  existences,  and  without 
borrowing  from  or  attributing  to  them  an3rthing, 
Arithmetic,  the  science  of  Discrete  Quantity,  creates 
its  numbers,  and  Geometry,  the  science  of  Continuous 
Quantity,  creates  its  figures ; and  both  operate  upon 
these  their  objects  in  absolute  independence  of  all 
external  actuality.  The  two  mathematical  sciences 
are  dependent  for  their  several  objects  only  on  the 
notion  of  time  and  the  notion  of  space, — notions  under 
which  alone  matter  can  be  conceived  as  possible,  for 
all  matter  supposes  space,  and  all  matter  is  moved  in 
space  and  in  time.  But  to  the  notions  of  space  and  time 
the  existence  or  non-existence  of  matter  is  indifferent, — 
indifferent,  consequently,  to  Geometry  and  Arithmetic, 
so  long  at  least  as  they  remain  in  the  lofty  regions  of 
pure  speculation,  and  do  not  descend  to  the  practical 
application  of  their  principles.  If  matter  had  no  exist- 
ence, nay,  if  space  and  time  existed  only  in  our  minds, 
mathematics  would  stiU  be  true  ; but  their  truth  would 
Ijc  of  a purely  formal  and  ideal  character, — would  fur- 
nish us  with  no  knowledge  of  objective  realities.” 

So  much  for  Formal  Truth,  under  its  two  species  of 
Logical  and  Mathematical. 

The  other  genus  of  truth, — (the  end  which  the  Real 
Sciences  propose), — is  the  harmony  between  a thought 
and  its  matter.  The  Real  Sciences  are  those  which 
have  a determinate  reality  for  their  object,  and  which 
are  conversant  about  existences  other  than  the  forms 
of  thought.  The  Formal  Sciences  have  a superior 
certainty  to  the  real  ; for  they  are  simply  ideal  com- 
binations, and  they  construct  their  objects  without 
inquiring  aljout  their  objective  reality.  The  real  sci- 
ences are  sciences  of  fact,  for  the  point  from  which 

a Cf.  Easer,  Logik,  § 172.  — En.  [Fries,  iMgik,  § 124.] 
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they  depart  is  always  a fact, — always  a presentation. 
Some  of  these  rest  on  the  presentations  of  Self-con- 
sciousness, or  the  facts  of  mind ; others  on  the  pre- 
sentations of  Sensitive  Perception,  or  the  facts  of 
nature.  The  former  are  the  Mental  Sciences,  the 
latter  the  Material.  The  facts  of  mind  arc  given 
partly  as  contingent,  partly  as  necessary  ; the  latter, — 
the  necessary  facts, — are  universal  virtually  and  in 
themselves,  the  former, — the  contingent  facts, — only 
obtain  a factitious  universality  by  a process  of  gener- 
alisation. The  facts  of  nature,  however  necessary  in 
themselve.s,  are  given  to  us  only  as  contingent  and 
isolated  phsenomena ; they  have,  therefore,  only  that 
conditional,  that  empirical,  generality, which  we  bestow 
on  them  by  classification. 

Real  truth  is,  therefore,  the  correspondence  of  our 
thoughts  with  the  existences  which  constitute  their 
objects.  But  here  a difiiculty  arises ; — How  can  we 
know  that  there  is,  that  there  can  be,  such  a corre- 
spondence ? All  that  we  know  of  the  objects  is  through 
the  jjrcscntations  of  our  faculties ; but  whether  these 
present  the  objects  as  they  arc  in  themselves  we  can 
never  ascertain,  for  to  do  this  it  would  be  requisite  to 
go  out  of  ourselves, — out  of  our  faculties, — to  obtain  a 
knowledge  of  the  objects  by  other  faculties,  and  thus 
to  compare  our  old  presentations  with  our  new.  But 
all  this,  even  were  the  supposition  possible,  would  be 
incompetent  to  afford  us  the  certainty  required.  For 
were  it  possible  to  leave  our  old,  and  to  obtain  a new, 
set  of  faculties,  by  which  to  test  the  old,  still  the 
veracity  of  these  new  faculties  would  be  equally  ob- 
noxious to  doubt  as  the  veracity  of  the  old.  For 
what  guarantee  could  wo  obtain  for  the  credibility  in 
the  one  case,  which  we  do  not  already  possc.ss  in  the 
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1-  truth  ; — but  this  is  done  by  the  old,  and  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  imagine  any  presentations  of  the  non-ego  by  any 
finite  intelligence,  in  regard  to  which  a doubt  might  not 
be  raised,  whether  these  presentations  were  not  merely 
subjective  modifications  of  the  conscious  ego  itself. 
All  that  could  be  said  in  answer  to  such  a doubt  is, 
that  if  such  be  true,  our  whole  nature  is  a lie, — a 
supposition  which  is  not,  without  the  strongest  evi- 
dence, to  be  admitted  ; and  the  argument  is  as  com- 
petent against  the  sceptic  in  our  present  condition,  as 
it  would  be  were  we  endowed  with  any  other  con- 
ceivable form  of  acquisitive  and  cognitive  faculties. 
But  I am  here  trenching  on  what  ought  to  be  re- 
served for  an  explanation  of  the  Criterion  of  Truth. 

Such,  as  it  appears  to  me,  is  the  only  rational  divi- 
iu  •abdivi-  sion  of  Truth,  according  to  the  different  character  of 
the  objects  to  which  thought  is  relative, — into  For- 
mal and  Real  Truth.  Formal  Truth,  as  we  have 
• seen,  is  subdivided  into  Logical  and  Mathematical. 

Real  Truth  might  likewise  be  subdivided,  were  this 
Meuphyii.  requisite,  into  various  spcciea  For  example.  Meta- 
physical Truth  might  denote  the  harmony  of  thouglit 
Pa^ehoiogi-  with  the  necessary  facts  of  mind  ; Psychological 
“■  Truth,  the  harmony  of  thought  with  the  contingent 
Phyiic*!.  facts  of  mind  ; and  Physical  Truth,  the  haiiqpuy  of 
thought  with  the  phaonomena  of  external  experience- 
Varioojup.  It  now  remains  to  say  a word  in  regard  to  the  con- 
thc  term  ’^fusion  which  has  been  introduced  into  this  subject, by 
the  groundless  distinctions  and  contradictions  of  philo- 
sophers. Some  have  absurdly  given  the  name  of  tt'uth 
to  the  mere  reality  of  existence,  altogether  abstracted 
from  any  conception  or  judgment  relative  to  it,  in  any 
intelligence  human  or  divine.  In  this  sense  physical 
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truth  has  been  used  to  denote  the  actual  existence  of  lbct. 

a thing.  Some  have  given  the  name  of  metaphysical  1 

truth  to  the  congruence  of  the  thing  with  its  idea  in 
the  mind  of  the  Creator.  Others  again  have  bestowed 
the  name  of  metajihysical  tnith  on  the  mere  logical 
possibility  of  being  thought ; while  they  have  deno- 
minated by  logical  truth  the  metaphysical  or  physical 
correspondence  of  thought  with  its  objects.  Finally, 
the  term  moral  or  ethical  truth  has  been  given  to 
veracity,  or  the  correspondence  of  thought  with  its 
expression.  In  this  last  case,  truth  is  not,  as  in  the 
others,  employed  in  relation  to  thought  and  its  object, 
but  to  thought  and  its  enouncement.  So  much  for  the 
notion,  and  the  principal  distinctions,  of  Truth. 

But  returning  to  the  paragraph,  I take  the  next  i>«  Criic- 
clause,  which  is, — ‘ The  Criterion  of  truth  is  the  neces-  Traih. 
sity  determined  by  the  laws  which  govern  our  faculties 
of  knowledge ; and  the  consciousness  of  this  necessity 
is  Certainty.’  That  the  necessity  of  a cognition,  that 
is,  the  impossibility  of  thinking  it  other  than  as  it 
is  presented, — that  this  necessity,  as  founded  on  the 
laws  of  thought,  is  the  criterion  of  truth,  is  shown 
by  the  circumstance,  that  where  such  necessity  is 
found,  all  doubt  in  regard  to  the  correspondence  of 
the  cognitive  thought  and  its  object  must  vanish ; 
for  to  doubt  whether  what  we  necessarily  think  in  a 
certain  manner,  actually  exists  as  we  conceive  it,  is 
nothing  less  than  an  endeavour  to  think  the  necessary 
as  the  not  necessary  or  the  impossible,  which  is  con- 
tradictory. 

What  has  just  been  said  also  illustrates  the  truth  of 
the  next  sentence  of  the  paragraph, — viz.,  ‘ Certainty, 
or  the  conscious  necessity  of  a cognition,  absolutely 
excludes  the  admission  of  any  opposite  supposition. 
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When  such  is  found  to  he  admissible,  doubt  and  un- 
certainty arise.’  This  sentence  requiring  no  explan- 
ation, I proceed  to  the  next — viz.,  ‘ If  we  consider 
truth  by  relation  to  the  degree  and  kind  of  Certainty, 
wc  have  to  distinguish  Knowledge,  Belief,  and  Opinion. 
Knowledge  and  Belief  difl'er  not  only  in  degree  but 
in  kind.  Knowledge  is  a certainty  founded  on  intui- 
tion. Belief  is  a certainty  founded  upon  feeling.  The 
one  is  perspicuous  and  objective,  the  other  is  obscure 
and  subjective.  Each,  however,  supposes  the  other, 
and  an  assurance  is  said  to  be  a knowledge  or  a be- 
lief, according  as  the  one  element  or  the  other  pre- 
ponderates.’ 

In  reference  to  this  ])assage,  it  is  necessary  to  say 
something  in  regard  to  the  difference  of  Knowledge 
and  Belief.  In  common  language  the  word  Belief  is 
often  used  to  denote  an  inferior  degree  of  certainty. 
We  may,  however,  be  equally  certain  of  what  we  be- 
lieve as  of  what  we  know,  and  it  has,  not  without 
ground,  been  maintained  by  many  philosophers,  both 
in  ancient  and  in  modern  times,  that  the  certainty  of 
all  knowledge  is,  in  its  ultimate  analysi.s,  resolved  into 
a certainty  of  belief.  “All  things,”  says  Luther,  “stand 
in  a belief,  in  a fiiith,  which  we  can  neither  see  nor 
comprehend.  The  man  who  would  make  these  visible, 
manifest,  and  comprehensible,  has  vexation  and  heart- 
grief  for  his  reward.  May  the  Lord  increase  Belief  in 
you  and  in  others.”®  But  you  may  perhaj>s  think  that 
the  saying  of  Luther  is  to  be  taken  theologically,  and 
that,  philosophically  considered,  all  belief  ought  to  be 
founded  on  knowledge,  not  all  knowledge  on  belief. 
But  the  same  doctrine  is  held  even  by  those  philo- 

a Th.  iii.  Abth.  2.  Works,  p.  778. — Eu. 

Quoted  by  Str  W.  HamiltoD,  JUuCs 
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sophers  who  are  the  least  disposed  to  mysticism  or  lect. 

blind  faith.  Among  these  Aristotle  stands  distin-  ! 

guished.  He  defines  science,  strictly  so  called,  or  the 
knowledge  of  indubitable  truths,  merely  by  the  inten- 
sity of  our  conviction  or  subjective  assurance;®  and 
on  a primary  and  incomprehensible  belief  he  hangs 
the  whole  chain  of  our  comprehensible  or  mediate 
knowledge.  The  doctrine  which  has  been  called  T4e 
Philosophy  of  Common  Sense,  is  the  doctrine  which 
founds  all  our  knowledge  on  belief ; and,  though  this 
has  not  been  signalised,  the  doctrine  of  Common  Sense 
is  perhaps  better  stated  by  the  Stagirite  than  by 
any  succeeding  thinker.  “ What,”  he  says,  “ appears 
to  all  men,  that  we  affirm  to  be,  and  he  who  rejects 
this  belief  (ttiotis)  will  assuredly  advance  nothing 
better  worthy  of  credit.”  This  passage  is  from  his 
Nicomachean  Ethicsfi  But,  in  his  Physical  Treatises, 
he  founds  in  belief  the  knowledge  we  have  of  the  re- 
ality of  motion,  and  by  this,  as  a source  of  knowledge 
paramount  to  the  Understanding,  he  supersedes  the 
contradictions  w'hich  are  involved  in  our  conception 
of  motion,  and  which  had  so  acutely  been  evolved  by 
the  Eleatic  Zeno,  in  order  to  show  that  motion  was 
impossible.'’’  In  like  manner,  in  his  Logical  Treatises, 
Aristotle  shows  that  the  primary  or  ultimate  prin- 
ciples of  knowledge  must  be  incomprehensible ; for  if 
comprehensible,  they  must  be  comprehended  in  some 
higher  notion,  and  this  again,  if  not  itself  incompre- 
hensible, must  be  comprehended  in  a still  higher, 
and  so  on  in  a progress  ad  infinitum,  which  is  absurd.* 

But  what  is  given  as  an  ultimate  and  incomprehen- 

a VariolU  pamagea  from  Ariatotle  y B.  Tiii  c.  3.  See  Rcidt  Work*, 
tu  this  effect  are  cited  by  the  Author,  p.  773. — Ed. 

ReUl's  Workt,  p.  771.— Ed.  8 iietaphy$.,  iii.  (iv. ) c.  4.  Cf. 

0 B.  X.  c.  2. — Ed.  AwU  Pott.,  L 2,  3. — Ed. 
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sible  principle  of  knowledge,  is  given  as  a fact,  the  exist- 
ence of  which  we  must  admit,  but  the  reasons  of  whose 
existence  we  cannot  know, — we  cannot  understand. 
But  such  an  admission,  as  it  is  not  a knowledge,  must 
be  a belief ; and  thus  it  is  that,  according  to  Aristotle, 
all  our  knowledge  is  in  its  root  a blind,  a passive,  faith, 
in  other  words,  a feeling.  The  same  doctrine  was 
subsequently  held  by  many  of  the  acutest  thinkers  of 
ancient  times,  more  especially  among  the  Platonists ; 
and  of  these  Proclus  is  perhaps  the  philosopher  in 
whose  works  the  doctrine  is  turned  to  the  best  account." 
In  modern  times  we  may  trace  it  in  silent  operation, 
though  not  explicitly  proclaimed,  or  placed  as  the 
foundation  of  a system.  It  is  found  spontaneously 
recognised  even  by  those  who  might  be  supposed  the 
least  likely  to  acknowledge  it  without  compulsion. 
Hume,  for  example,  against  whose  philosophy  the 
doctrine  of  Common  Sense  was  systematically  ar- 
rayed, himself  pointed  out  the  weapons  by  which  his 
adversaries  subsequently  assailed  his  scepticism ; for 
he  himself  was  possessed  of  too  much  philosophical 
acuteness  not  to  perceive  that  the  root  of  knowledge 
is  belief.  Thus,  in  his  Inquiry,  he  says, — “ It  seems 
evident  that  men  are  carried  by  a natural  instinct 
or  prepossession  to  repose  faith  in  their  senses : and 
that,  without  any  reasoning,  or  even  almost  before  the 
use  of  reason,  we  always  suppose  an  external  universe 
which  depends  not  on  our  perception,  but  would  exist 
though  we  and  every  sensible  creature  were  absent  or 
annihilated.  Even  the  animal  creation  are  governed 
by  a like  opinion,  and  preserve  this  belief, — the  belief 
of  external  objects, — in  all  their  thoughts,  designs, 
and  actions.  . . . This  very  table,  which  we  see 

a In  VUtUmit  Thcaloyiam,  i.  c.  25.  Quoted  in  lleidt  Wurh,  p.  770.—  Ed. 
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wliite,  and  which  we  feel  hard,  is  believed  to  exist  lkct. 
independent  of  our  perception,  and  to  be  something 
external  to  our  mind  which  perceives  it.”“ 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  manifestation  of  this  The  m»ni- 
belief  necessarily  involves  knowledge ; for  we  cannot  ikiicf  in- 
believe  without  some  consciousness  or  knowledge  of  Knowledge, 
the  belief,  and,  consequently,  without  some  conscious- 
ness or  knowledge  of  the  object  of  the  belief.  Now, 
the  immediate  consciousness  of  an  object  is  called 
an  intuition, — an  insight.  It  is  thus  impossible  to  intuition, - 
separate  belief  and  knowledge, — feeling  and  intuition. 

They  each  suppose  the  other. 

The  consideration,  however,  of  the  relation  of  Belief  mo  quo.- 
and  Knowledge  does  not  properly  belong  to  Logic,  tLo  i^at'ion 
except  in  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to  explain  the  nature  L>d  Know, 
of  Truth  and  Error.  It  is  altogether  a metaphysical  p«r^  mou- 
discussion  ; and  one  of  the  most  difficult  problems  of 
which  Metaphysics  attempts  the  solution. 

The  remainder  of  the  paragraph  contains  the  state- 
ment of  certain  distinctions  and  the  definition  of  cer- 
tain terms,  which  it  was  necessary  to  signalise,  but 
which  do  not  require  any  commentary  for  their  illus- 
tration. The  only  part  that  might  have  required  an 
explanation  is  the  distinction  of  Truth  into  Pure,  or 
a priori,  and  Empirical,  or  a posteriori.  The  ex- 
planation of  this  division  has  been  already  given  more 
than  once  in  the  course  of  the  Lectures,^  but  the 
following  may  now  be  added. 

Experience  presents  to  us  only  individual  objects.  Pure  uori 
and  as  these  individual  objects  might  or  might  not  Trol’h"'^* 
have  come  within  our  sphere  of  observation,  our  whole 

a Jwptiry  eoneeming  the  Human  phyeict,  toL  ii.  p.  194  el  teq.  Cf. 
Undmlanding,  sect.  12.  Philoso-  Baser,  iojil:,  4,  171. — Ed.  [Fries, 
phical  Worts,  iv.  p.  177. — Ed.  Logit,  | 124.] 

B See  above,  Lectures  on  ifcla- 
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knowledge  of,  and  from,  these  objects  miglit  or  might 
not  exist ; — it  is  merely  accidental  or  contingent.  But 
as  our  knowledge  of  individual  objects  affords  the 
possibility,  as  supplying  the  whole  contents,  of  our 
generalised  or  abstracted  notions,  our  generalised  or 
abstracted  notions  are,  consequently,  not  more  neces- 
sary to  thought,  than  the  particular  observations  out  of 
which  they  are  constructed.  For  example,  every  horse 
I have  seen  I might  not  have  seen,  and  I feel  no  more 
necessity  to  think  the  .reality  of  a horse  than  the 
reality  of  a hippogriff ; I can,  therefore,  easily  anni- 
hilate in  thought  the  existence  of  the  whole  species. 
I can  suppose  it  not  to  be, — not  to  have  been.  The 
case  is  the  same  with  every  other  notion  which  is 
mediately  or  immediately  the  datum  of  observation. 
We  can  think  away  each  and  every  part  of  the  know- 
ledge we  have  derived  from  experience ; our  whole  em- 
pirical knowledge  is,  therefore,  a merely  accidental 
possession  of  the  mind. 

But  there  are  in  the  mind  notions  of  a very  different 
character, — notions  which  we  cannot  but  think,  if  we 
think  at  all.  These,  therefore,  are  notions  necessary 
to  the  mind ; and,  as  necessary,  they  cannot  be  the 
jiroduct  of  experience.  For  example,  I perceive  some- 
thing to  begin  to  be.  I feel  no  necessity  to  think 
that  this  thing  must  be  at  all,  but,  thinking  it  exist- 
ent, I cannot  but  think  that  it  has  a cause.  The  no- 
tion, or  rather  the  judgment,  of  Cause  and  Effect  is, 
therefore,  necessary  to  the  mind.  If  so,  it  cannot  be 
derived  from  experience. 
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LECTURE  xxvnr. 

MODIFIED  STOICUEIOLOGY. 

SECTION  I. — DOCTRINE  OF  TRUTH  AND  ERROR. 

SECTION  II. — ERROR, — ITS  CAUSES  AND  REMEDIES. 

A. — GENERAL  CIRCUMSTANCES — SOCIETY. 

I NOW  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  opposite  i-ect. 

^ XXVIll 

of  Truth, — Error,  and,  on  this  subject,  give  you  the  ^ 

following  paragraph. 

If  XCI.  Error  is  opposed  to  Truth  ; and  Error  pm.  xci. 
arises,  1°,  From  the  commutation  of  what  ischamiujr 
subjective  with  what  is  objective  in  thought ; 

2°,  From  the  repugnance  of  a supposed  know- 
ledge with  its  laws  ; or,  3°,  From  a want  of  ade- 
quate activity  in  our  cognitive  faculties. 

Error  is  to  be  discriminated  from  Ignorance 
and  from  Illusion : these,  however,  along  with 
Arbitrary  Assumption,  afiFord  the  most  frequent 
occasions  of  error." 

This  paragraph  consists  of  two  parts,  and  these  I Expiic.- 
shall  successively  consider.  The  first  is — ‘ Error  is 

a Twcatcn,  Dif  Loyik,  inbaonderc  Ruiz,  Commentariiu  de  SciaUia, 
dit  Analytik,  §§308,  309.— £i>.  [Cl.  DUp.  xcii.  p.  925.] 


Digitized  by  Google 


76 


LECTUItES  ON  LOGIC. 


i.ECT.  opposed  to  Truth  : and  Error  arises,  1°,  From  the 

XXVIII. 

— ^ ^ commutation  of  what  is  subjective  with  what  is  ob- 
jective in  thought;  2°,  From  the  repugnance  of  a 
supposed  knowledge  with  its  laws ; or,  3°,  From  a 
want  of  adequate  activity  in  our  cognitive  faculties.' 

Error,—  “ In  tlic  first  placc,  we  have  seen  that  Truth  is  the 

^ ...  XT 

agreement  of  a thought  with  its  object.  Now,  as 
Error  is  the  opposite  of  truth.  Error  must  necessarily 
consist  in  a want  of  this  agreement.  In  the  second 
placc,  it  has  been  shown,  that  the  criterion  or  stand- 
ard of  truth  is  the  necessity  founded  on  the  laws  of 
our  cognitive  faculties ; and  from  this  it  follows  that 
the  essential  character  of  error  must  be,  either  that  it 
is  not  founded  on  these  laws,  or  that  it  is  repugnant  to 
them.  But  these  two  alternatives  may  be  viewed  as 
only  one ; for,  inasmuch  as,  in  the  former  case,  the 
judgment  remains  undecided  and  can  make  no  pre- 
tence to  certainty,  it  may  be  thrown  out  of  ac- 
count no  less  than  in  the  latter,  where,  as  positively 
contradictory  of  the  laws  of  knowledge,  it  is  neces- 

AiMausriai.  sarily  false.  Of  these  statements  the  first,  that  is,  the 
non-agreement  of  a notion  with  its  object,  is  error 
viewed  on  its  material  side ; and  as  a notion  is  the 
common  product,  the  joint  result,  afforded  by  the 
reciprocal  action  of  object  and  subject,  it  is  evident 
that  whatever  the  notion  contains  not  correspondent 
to  the  object,  must  be  a contribution  by  the  thinking 
subject  alone,  and  we  are  thus  warranted  in  saying 
that  Material  Error  consists  in  the  commuting  of 
what  is  subjective  with  what  is  objective  in  thought, 
— in  other  words,  in  mistaking  an  ideal  illusion  for  a 

A«  Fomi»i.  real  representation.  The  second  of  these  statements, 
that  is,  the  incongruence  of  the  supposed  cognition 
with  the  laws  of  knowledge,  is  error  viewed  on  its 
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formal  side.  Now  hero  the  question  at  once  presents 
itself, — How  can  an  act  of  cognition  contradict  its 
o^vn  laws  ? The  answer  is  that  it  cannot ; and  error, 
when  more  closely  scrutinised,  is  found  to  consist  not 
so  much  in  the  contradictory  activity  of  our  cogni- 
tive faculties  as  in  their  want  of  acti\dty.  And  this 
may  be  in  consequence  of  one  or  other  of  two  causes. 
For  it  may  arise  from  some  other  mental  power, — the 
will,  for  example, — superseding, — taking  the  place  of, 
the  defective  cognition,  or,  by  its  intenscr  force,  turn- 
ing it  aside  and  leading  it  to  a false  result ; or  it  may 
arise  from  some  want  of  relative  perfection  in  the  ob- 
ject, so  that  the  cognitive  faculty  is  not  determined  by 
it  to  the  requisite  degree  of  action. 

“ What  is  actually  thought,  cannot  but  be  correctly 
thought.  Error  first  commences  when  thinking  is  re- 
mitted, and  can  in  fact  only  gain  admission  in  virtue 
of  the  truth  which  it  contains  ; — every  error  is  a per- 
verted truth.  Hence  Descartes"  is  justified  in  the 
establishment  of  the  principle, — that  we  would  never 
admit  the  false  for  the  true,  if  we  would  only  give 
assent  to  what  we  clearly  and  distinctly  apprehend. — 
‘Nihil  nos  unquam  falsum  pro  vero  admissuros,  si 
tantum  iis  assensum  prmbeamus,  quae  dare  ct  dis- 
tincte  pcrcipimus.’”^  In  this  view  the  saying  of  the 
Roman  poet, — 


LECT. 

XXVIII. 


Ariitcf  from 
the  want  of 
adcqaite 
activity  of 
the  Cojfni- 
Uve  Facul- 
ties. 


“ Nam  neque  decipitur  ratio,  nec  decipit  unquam,"'*' 


— is  no  longer  a paradox  : for  the  condition  of  error 
is  not  the  activity  of  intelligence,  but  its  inactivity. 

So  much  for  the  first  part  of  the  paragraph.  The  Em>r.ii.. 
second  is — ‘ Error  is  to  be  discriminated  from  Ignor-  from  Ignor- 

a Prijtdpia  PhUosophiff^  i.  43.  $ Tweaton,  § 308. — Ed. 

Cf.  Med.  iv.  Df  Vtroct  Faliio.  y Manilina,  it  131. — Ed. 
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ance  and  from  Illusion,  which,  however,  along  with 
Arbitrary  Assumption,  afford  the  usual  occasions  of 
error.” 

“ Ignorance  is  a mere  negation, — a mere  not-know- 
ledge ; whereas  in  error  there  lies  a positive  pretence 
to  knowledge.  Hence  a representation,  bo  it  imper- 
fect, be  it  even  without  any  correspondent  objective 
reality,  is  not  in  itself  an  error.  The  imagination  of 
a liippogriff  is  not  in  itself  false  ; the  Orlando  Furioso 
is  not  a tissue  of  errors.  Error  only  arises  when  wc 
attribute  to  the  creations  of  our  minds  some  real 
object,  by  an  as.scrtory  judgment;  we  do  not  err  and 
deceive  either  ourselves  or  others,  when  we  hold  and 
enounce  a subjective  or  problematic  supposition  only 
for  what  it  is.  Ignorance, — not-knowledge, — however, 
leads  to  error,  when  we  either  regard  the  unknown  as 
non-existent,  or  when  we  falsely  fill  it  up.  The  latter 
is,  however,  as  much  the  result  of  will,  of  arbitrary 
assumption,  as  of  ignorance  ; and,  frequently,  it  is  the 
result  of  both  together.  In  general,  the  will  has  no 
inconsiderable  share  in  the  activity  by  which  know- 
ledge is  realised.  The  will  has  not  immediately  an 
influence  on  our  judgment,  but  mediately  it  has. 
Attention  is  an  act  of  volition,  and  attention  fur- 
nishes to  the  Understanding  the  elements  of  its  deci- 
sion. The  will  determines  whether  we  shall  cany  on 
our  investigations,  or  break  them  off,  content  with  the 
first  apparent  probability ; and  whether  we  shall  apply 
our  observations  to  all,  or,  only  partially,  to  certain, 
momenta  of  determination. 

“ The  occasions  of  Error  which  lie  in  those  qualities 
of  Presentation,  Kepresentation,  and  Thought  arising 
from  the  conditions  and  influences  of  the  thinking 
.subject  itself,  are  called  Illusions.  But  the  c.xistcnce 
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of  illusion  does  not  necessarily  imply  the  existence  of  lect. 
error.  Illusion  becomes  error  only  when  we  attribute 
to  it  objective  truth ; whereas  illusion  is  no  error 
when  we  regard  the  fallacious  appearance  as  a mere 
subjective  affection.  In  the  jaundice,  we  see  every- 
thing tinged  with  ycUow,  in  consequence  of  the  suf- 
fusion of  the  eye  with  bde.  In  this  case,  the  yellow 
vision  is  illusion ; and  it  would  become  error,  were 
we  to  suppose  that  the  objects  we  perceive  were  really 
so  coloured.  All  the  powers  which  co-operate  to  the  lu  wmcn. 
formation  of  our  judgments,  may  become  the  sources 
of  illusion,  and,  consequently,  the  occasions  of  error. 

The  Senses,®  the  Presentative  Faculties,  External  and 
Internal,  the  Representative,  the  Retentive,  the  Repro- 
ductive, and  the  Elaborative,  Facidties,  are  immediate, 
the  Feelings  and  the  Desires  are  mediate,  sources  of 
illusion.  To  these  must  be  added  the  Faculty  of 
Signs,  in  all  its  actual  manifestations  in  language. 

Hence  we  speak  of  sensible,  psychological,  moral,  and 
symbolical,  illusion.”^  In  all  these  relations  the  causes 
of  illusion  are  partly  general,  partly  particular ; and 
though  they  proximatcly  manifest  themselves  in  some 
one  or  other  of  these  forms,  they  may  ultimately  be 
found  contained  in  the  circumstances  by  which  the 
mental  character  of  the  individual  is  conformed. 

Taking,  therefore,  a general  view  of  all  the  possible 
Sources  of  EiTor,  I think  they  may  be  reduced  to  the 


a Iji  Fontaiae.  See  Mazuro,  Cours 
ik  Philomphie,  ii.  241.  [“  Tout<a  loa 
Hciencea  natiirellea  ne  sont  autre 
choae  cju'uno  guerre  ouverte  de  la 
raison  centre  les  d(Sceptions  de  la 
aensibilltd ; . . . e’est-i-diro,  qu'elles 
ont  iH>ur  objet  de  rdformcr  lea  er- 
reiira  do  nos  sens,  et  de  substitucr 
los  nSalit(Ss  de  la  science  aux  api«ir- 


enccs  factices  que  nos  sens  nous  sng- 
girent.  C'est  ce  que  La  Fontaine 
a trte  bien  exprimd  dans  les  vers 
suivant : 

' Quand  I'cau  courbe  un  b&ton,  ma 
raiaon  Ic  redrease,'  Itc.  — En.] 

0 [Twesten,  Lorjik,  § .309,  p.  28S, 
289.  Cf.  Sigwart,  §§  484, 

485.] 
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following  classes,  which,  as  they  constitute  the  heads 
and  determine  the  order  of  the  ensuing  discussion,  I 
shall  comprise  in  the  following  paragraph,  with  which 
commences  the  consideration  of  the  Second  Chapter  of 
Modified  Logic.  Before,  however,  proceeding  to  con- 
sider these  several  classes  in  their  order,  I may  observe 
that  Bacon  is  the  first  philosopher  who  attempted  a 
systematic  enumeration  of  the  various  sources  of  error;® 
and  his  quaint  classification  of  these,  under  the  signi- 
ficant name  of  idols,  into  tho  four  genera  of  Idols  of 
the  Tribe  {idola  tribus),  Idols  of  the  Den  {idola  spccus). 
Idols  of  the  Forum  {idola  fori),  whieh  may  mean 
either  the  market-place,  the  bar,  or  the  place  of  public 
sissembly,  and  Idols  of  the  Theatre  {idola  theatri),  ho 
thus  briefly  characterises. 

t XCII.  The  Causes  and  Occasions  of  Error 
are  comprehended  in  one  or  other  of  the  four 
following  classes.  For  they  arc  found  cither, 
1°,  In  the  General  Circumstances  which  modify 
the  intellectual  character  of  the  individual ; or, 
2°,  In  the  Constitution,  Habits,  and  Reciprocal 
Relations  of  his  powers  of  Cognition,  Feeling, 
and  Desire ; or,  3°,  In  the  LangUcage  which  he 
employs,  as  an  Instrument  of  Thought  and  a 
Medium  of  Communication  ; or,  4°,  In  the  nature 
of  the  Objects  themselves,  about  which  his  know- 
ledge is  conversant. 

H XCIII.  Under  the  General  Circumstances 
which  modify  the  character  of  the  individual,  are 
comprehended  1°,  The  particular  degree  of  Culti- 
vation to  which  his  nation  has  attained ; for  its 

a Novum  Organum,  i.  Aph.  xnxix.  — En. 
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rudeness,  the  partiality  of  its  civilisation,  and  lbct. 
its  over-refinement  are  all  manifold  occasions 
of  error;  and  this  cultivation  is  expressed  not 
merely  in  the  state  of  the  arts  and  sciences,  but 
in  the  degree  of  its  religious,  political,  and  social 
advancement ; 2°,  The  Stricter  Associations,  in  so 
far  as  these  tend  to  limit  the  freedom  of  thought, 
and  to  give  it  a one-sided  direction : such  are 
Schools,  Sects,  Orders,  Exclusive  Societies,  Cor- 
porations, Castes,  &c. — “ 

In  the  commencement  of  the  Course,  I had  occasion  Expiic*- 
to  allude  to  the  tendency  there  is  in  man  to  assimilate  mu  by 
in  opinions  and  habits  of  thought  to  those  with  whom  social,  ami 
he  lives.^  Man  is  by  nature,  not  merely  by  acciden-  by^ihe”^ 
tal  necessity,  a social  being.  For  only  in  society  does 
he  find  the  conditions  which  his  difierent  faculties 
require  for  their  due  development  and  application. 

But  society,  in  all  its  forms  and  degrees,  from  a family 
to  a State,  is  only  possible  under  the  condition  of  a 
certain  harmony  of  sentiment  among  its  members ; 
and  as  man  is  by  nature  destined  to  a social  existence, 
he  is  by  nature  determined  to  that  analogy  of  thought 
and  feeling  which  society  supposes,  and  out  of  which 
society  springs.  There  is  thus  in  every  association, 
great  and  small,  a certain  gravitation  of  opinions 
towards  a common  centre.  As  in  our  natural  body 
every  part  has  a necessary  sympathy  with  every 
other,  and  all  together  form,  by  their  harmonious 
conspiration,  a healthy  whole ; so,  in  the  social  body, 
there  is  always  a strong  predisposition  in  each  of  its 
members  to  act  and  think  in  unison  with  the  rest. 

a Baebrnnon,  LogUc,  402,  403.  B See  [jecturc*  on  ilftaphytics,  vul. 

— Ed.  i.  p.  48. — Ed. 
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This  univ’ersal  sympathy  or  fellow-feeling  is  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  diflferent  spirit  dominant  in  different  ages, 
countries,  ranks,  sexes,  and  periods  of  life.  It  is  the 
cause  why  fashions,  why  political  and  religious  en- 
thusiasm, why  moral  example  either  for  good  or  evil, 
spread  so  rapidly  and  exert  so  powerful  an  influence. 
As  men  are  naturally  prone  to  imitate  others,  the}', 
consequently,  regard  as  important  or  insignificant,  as 
honourable  or  disgraceful,  as  true  or  false,  as  good  or 
bad,  what  those  around  them  consider  in  the  same 
light.® 

Of  the  various  testimonies  I formerly  quoted,  of 
the  strong  assimilating  influence  of  man  on  man,  and 
of  the  power  of  custom  to  make  that  appear  true, 
natural,  and  necessary,  which  in  reality  is  false,  un- 
natural, and  only  accidentally  suitable,  I shall  adduce 
only  that  of  Pascal.  “In  the  just  and  the  unjust,” 
says  ho,  “we  find  hardly  anything  which  does  not 
change  its  character  in  changing  its  climate.  Three 
degrees  of  an  elevation  of  the  pole  reverse  the  whole  of 
jiurisprudence.  A meridian  is  decisive  of  truth,  and  a 
few  years,  of  possession.  Fundamental  laws  change. 
Right  has  its  epochs.  A pleasant  justice  which  a river 
or  a mountain  limits ! IVutli  on  this  side  the  Pyre- 
nees, error  on  the  other  !”  ^ It  is  the  remark  of  an  in- 
genious philosopher,  “ that  if  we  take  a survey  of  the 
universe,  all  nations  will  be  found  admiring  only  the 
reflection  of  their  own  qualities,  and  contemning  in 
others  whatever  is  contrary  to  what  they  are  accus- 
tomed to  meet  with  among  themselves.  Here  is  the 
Engli.shman  accusing  the  French  of  frivolity ; and 

a [McinerSp  Untcrsuchungen  CAer  (vol.  ii.  p.  12D,  ed,  Faugere.)  Com* 
die  Denkkrdfte  nnd  WilltitskrdifU  rfw  pare  Lecturer  on  MetaphyxieSf  vol. 
Menacheiif  ii.  322.]  i.  p.  86. — Ed. 

i9  Pensie^t  partio  i.  art.  vi.  § 8, 
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here  the  Frenchman  reproaching  the  Englishman  with 
selfishness  and  brutality.  Here  is  the  Arab  persuaded 
of  the  infallibility  of  his  Caliph,  and  deriding  the 
Tartar  who  believes  in  the  immortality  of  the  Grand 
Lama.  In  every  nation  we  find  the  same  congratula- 
tion of  their  own  wisdom,  and  the  same  contempt  of 
that  of  their  neighbours. 

“ Were  there  a sage  sent  down  to  earth  froni  heaven, 
who  regulated  his  conduct  by  the  dictates  of  pure  rea- 
son alone,  this  sage  would  be  universally  regarded  as 
a fool.  He  would  be,  as  Socrates  says,  like  a physi- 
cian accused  by  the  pastry-cooks,  before  a tribunal  of 
children,  of  prohibiting  the  eating  of  tarts  and  cheese- 
cakes ; a crime  undoubtedly  of  the  highest  magnitude 
in  the  eyes  of  his  judges.  In  vain  would  this  sage 
support  his  opinions  by  the  clearest  arguments, — the 
most  irrefragable  demonstrations ; the  whole  world 
would  be  for  him  like  the  nation  of  hunchbacks, 
among  whom,  as  the  Indian  fabulists  relate,  there 
once  upon  a time  appeared  a god,  young,  beautiful, 
and  of  consummate  symmetry.  This  god,  they  add, 
entered  the  capital ; he  was  there  forthwith  sur- 
rounded by  a crowd  of  'natives ; his  figure  appeared 
to  them  extraordinary ; laughter,  hooting,  and  taunts 
manifested  their  astonishment ; and  they  were  about 
to  carry  their  outrages  stiU  further,  had  not  one  of 
the  inhabitants  (who  had  undoubtedly  seen  other 
men),  in  order  to  snatch  him  from  the  danger,  sud- 
denly cried  out — ‘ My  friends ! my  friends  I What 
are  we  going  to  do  ? Let  us  not  insult  this  miserable 
monstrosity.  If  heaven  has  bestowed  on  us  the  gene- 
ral gift  of  beauty, — if  it  has  adorned  our  backs  with 
a mount  of  flesh,  let  us  with  pious  gratitude  repair  to 
the  temple  and  render  our  acknowledgment  to  the 
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XXVllI.  , ^ 

1 vanity.  Every  nation  admires  its  own  defects, 

and  contemns  the  opposite  qualities  in  its  neighbours. 
To  succeed  in  a country  one  must  be  a bearer  of 
the  national  hump  of  the  people  among  whom  he 
sojourn.s. 

Theutof  There  are  few  philosophers  who  undertake  to  make 
wcM  their  countrymen  aware  of  the  ridiculous  figure  they 
»iidtoic»ra.  cut  in  the  eye  of  reason  ; and  still  fewer  the  nations 
who  are  able  to  profit  by  the  advice.  All  arc  so  punc- 
tiliously attached  to  the  interests  of  their  vanity,  that 
none  obtain  in  any  country  the  name  of  wise,  except 
those  who  are  fools  of  the  common  folly.  There  is  no 
opinion  too  absurd  not  to  find  nations  ready  to  believe 
it,  and  individuals  prompt  to  be  its  executioners  or  its 
martyrs.  Hence  it  is  that  the  philosopher  declared, 
that  if  he  held  all  truths  shut  up  within  his  hand,  he 
would  take  especial  care  not  to  show  them  to  his 
fellow-men.  In  fact,  if  the  discovery  of  a single 
truth  dragged  Galileo  to  the  prison,  to  what  punish- 
ment would  he  not  be  doomed  who  should  discover 
all  ? Among  those  who  now  ridicule  the  folly  of  the 
human  intellect,  and  are  indignant  at  the  persecution 
of  Galileo,  there  are  few  who  would  not,  in  the  age  of 
that  philosopher,  have  clamoured  for  his  death.  They 
would  then  have  been  imbued  with  difierent  opinions, 
and  opinions  not  more  passively  adopted  than  those 
which  they  at  present  vaunt  as  liberal  and  enlight- 
ened. To  learn  to  doubt  of  our  opinions,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  examine  the  powers  of  the  human  intellect, 
to  survey  the  circumstances  by  which  it  is  affected, 
and  to  study  the  history  of  human  follies.  Yet  in 
modern  Europe  six  centuries  elapsed  from  the  foun- 
dation of  Universities  until  the  appearance  of  that 
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extraordinary  man, — I mean  Descartes, — whom  his  lect. 

•'  ^ XXVIll 

age  first  persecuted,  and  then  almost  worshipped  as  a 1 

dcmi-god,  for  initiating  men  in  the  art  of  doubting, — 
of  doubting  well, — a lesson  at  which,  however,  both 
their  scepticism  and  credulity  show  that,  after  two 
centuries, they  are  still  but  awkward  scholars.  Socrates 
was  wont  to  say — “All  that  I know  is  that  I know 
nothing.”*  In  our  ago  it  would  seem  that  men  know 
everything  except  what  Socrates  knew.  Our  errors 
would  not  be  so  frequent  were  we  less  ignorant ; and 
oiir  ignorance  more  curable,  did  we  not  believe  our- 
selves to  be  all-wise. 

Thus  it  is  that  the  influence  of  Society,  both  in 
its  general  form  of  a State  or  Nation,  and  in  its  par- 
ticular forms  of  Schools,  Sects,  &c.,  determines  a 
multitude  of  opinions  in  its  members,  which,  as  they 
are  passively  received,  are  often  altogether  erroneous. 

Among  the  more  general  and  influential  of  these 
there  are  two,  which,  though  apparently  contrary,  are.  Two  gen^ 
however,  both,  in  reality,  founded  on  the  same  in-  inauonco  of 

Ezftmple. 

capacity  of  independent  thought, — on  the  same  influ- 1.  prejudice 
ence  of  example, — I mean  the  excessive  admiration  of 
the  Old,  and  the  excessive  admiration  of  the  New. 

The  former  of  these  prejudices,^ — under  which  maybe 
reduced  the  prejudice  in  favour  of  Authority, — was  at 
one  time  prevalent  to  an  extent  of  which  it  is  diflScult 
for  us  to  form  a conception.  This  prejudice  is  pre- 
pared by  the  very  education  not  only  which  we  do, 

a Plato,  Apol.,  p.  23. — Ed.  dans  la  SocUti,  Paris,  1810-1813,  3 

S [On  Prejudice  in  general  see  the  vole.  8vo  ; J.  L.  Castillon,  Etmi  mr 
following  works Domarsais,  E*m\  Its  Erreurs  el  /«  SuperslUioru,  An- 
mr  let  Pr^ugft,  new  ed.,  Paris,  ciennet  tt  Afodemet,  Amsterdam, 

1822 — Examen  de  VEuai  tur  let  Prt-  1766  ; Paris,  1767  ; Sir  Thomas 
jugis,  Ber\.  \m—Euai  tur  le*  Prt-  Browne,  Vulgar  Errort;  Glanvil, 
jugle,  Neucfaiitel,  1796;  J.  B.  .Sulqnes,  Eamgi.] 

Da  Erreurs  el  da  Prijugie  rtpandau 
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LECT.  but  which  we  all  must,  receive.  The  child  necessarily 

1 learns  everything  at  first  on  credit, — he  believes  upon 

authority.  But  when  the  rule  of  authority  is  once 
established,  the  habit  of  passive  acquiescence  and 
belief  is  formed,  and,  once  formed,  it  is  not  again 
always  easily  thrown  oflf.  When  the  child  has  grown 
up  to  an  age  in  which  he  might  employ  his  own  reason, 
he  has  acquired  a large  stock  of  ideas ; but  who  can 
calculate  the  number  of  errors  which  this  stock  con- 
tains ? and  by  what  means  is  he  able  to  discriminate 
the  true  from  the  false  ? His  mind  has  been  formed 
to  obedience  and  uninquiry ; he  possesses  no  criterion 
by  which  to  judge ; it  is  painful  to  suspect  what  has 
been  long  venerated,  and  it  is  felt  even  as  a kind  of 
personal  mutilation  to  tear  up  what  has  become  irra- 
dicated  in  his  intellectual  and  moral  being.  Ponere 
difficile  est  quae  'placuere  diu.  The  adult  does  not, 
therefore,  often  judge  for  himself  more  than  the  child ; 
and  the  tyranny  of  authority  and  foregone  opinion 
continues  to  exert  a sway  during  the  whole  course  of 
his  life.  In  our  infancy  and  childhood  the  credit 
accorded  to  our  parents  and  instructors  is  implicit ; 
and  if  what  we  have  learned  from  them  be  confirmed 
by  what  we  hear  from  others,  the  opinions  thus  re- 
commended become  at  length  stamped  in  almost  in- 
delible characters  upon  the  mind.  This  is  the  cause 
why  men  so  rarely  abandon  the  opinions  which  vul- 
garly pass  current ; and  why  what  comes  as  new  is 
by  so  many,  for  its  very  novelty,  rejected  as  false. 
And  hence  it  is,  as  already  noticed,  that  truth  is  as  it 
were  geographically  and  politically  distributed,  what 
is  truth  on  one  side  of  a boundary  being  error  and 
absurdity  on  the  other.  What  has  now  been  said  of 
the  influence  of  society  at  large,  is  true  also  of  the 
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lesser  societies  which  it  contains,  all  of  which  impose  lect. 

xxviu. 

with  a stronger  or  feebler,  a wider  or  more  contracted,  ^ 

authority,  certain  received  opinions  upon  the  faith  of 
the  members.  Hence  it  is  that  whatever  has  once 
obtained  a recognition  in  any  society,  large  or  small, 
is  not  rejected  when  the  reasons  on  which  it  was 
originally  admitted,  have  been  proved  erroneous.  It 
continues,  even  for  the  reason  that  it  is  old  and  has 
been  accepted,  to  be  accepted  still ; and  the  title  which 
was  originally  defective,  becomes  valid  by  continu- 
ance and  prescription. 

But  opposed  to  this  cause  of  error,  from  the  preju- 
dice in  favour  of  the  Old,  there  is  the  other,  directly  2.  Prejudiw 
the  reverse, — the  prejudice  in  favour  of  the  New. 

Tliis  prejudice  may  be,  in  part  at  least,  the  result  of 
sympathy  and  feUow-feeling.  This  is  the  cause  why 
new  opinions,  however  erroneous,  if  they  once  obtain 
a certain  number  of  converts,  often  spread  with  a 
rapidity  and  to  an  extent  which,  after  their  futility 
has  been  ultimately  shown,  can  only  be  explained  on 
the  principle  of  a kind  of  intellectual  contagion.  But 
the  principal  cause  of  the  prejudice  in  favour  of 
novelty  lies  in  the  Passions,  and  the  consideration 
of  these  does  not  belong  to  the  class  of  causes  with 
which  we  are  at  present  occupied. 

Connected  with  and  composed  of  both  these  preju- 
dices,— that  in  favour  of  the  old  and  that  in  favour  of  Pi^i« 
the  new, — there  is  the  prejudice  of  Learned  Authority ; auiwu^ 
for  this  is  usually  associated  with  the  prejudices  of 
Schools  and  Sects.  “As  often  as  men  have  appeared, 
who,  by  the  force  of  their  genius,  have  opened  up  new 
views  of  science,  and  thus  contributed  to  the  progress 
of  the  human  intellect,  so  often  have  they,  likewise, 
afforded  the  occasion  of  checking  its  advancement. 
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and  of  turning  it  from  the  straight  path  of  improve- 
ment. Not  that  this  result  is  to  be  imputed  as  a re- 
proach to  them,  but  simply  because  it  is  of  the  nature 
of  man  to  be  so  affected.  The  views  which  influenced 
these  men  of  genius,  and  which,  consequently,  lie  at 
the  foundation  of  their  works,  are  rarely  comprehended 
in  their  totality  by  those  who  have  the  names  of  these 
authors  most  frequently  in  their  mouths.  The  many 
do  not  concern  themselves  to  seize  the  ideal  which 
a philosopher  contemplated,  and  of  which  his  actual 
works  axe  only  the  imperfect  representations;  they 
appropriate  to  themselves  only  some  of  his  detached 
apophthegms  and  propositions,  and  of  these  compound, 
as  they  best  can,  a sort  of  system  suited  to  their  un- 
derstanding, and  which  they  employ  as  a talisman  in 
their  controversies  with  others.  As  their  reason  is 
thus  a captive  to  authority,  and,  therefore,  unable  to 
exert  its  native  freedom,  they,  consequently,  catch  up 
the  true  and  the  false  without  discrimination,  and 
remain  always  at  the  point  of  progress  where  they 
had  been  placed  by  their  leaders.  In  their  hands  a 
system  of  living  truths  becomes  a mere  petrified  or- 
ganism ; and  they  require  that  the  whole  science  shall 
become  as  dead  and  as  cold  as  their  own  idol.  Such 
was  Plato’s  doctrine  in  the  hands  of  the  Platonists ; 
such  was  Aristotle’s  philosophy  in  the  hands  of  the 
Schoolmen ; and  the  history  of  modern  systems  aflbrds 
equally  the  same  result.’”* 

So  much  for  the  first  genus  into  which  the  Sources 
of  Error  are  divided. 

o Bachm&nn,  loffii,  § 404,  p.  650.— Eu. 
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LECTURE  XXIX. 

MODIFIED  STOICIIEIOLOGY. 

SECTION  II.  — ERROR — ITS  CAUSES  AND  REMEDIES. 

A. GENERAL  CIRCUMSTANCES — SOCIETY. 

B. — AS  IN  POWERS  OF  COGNITION,  FEELING,  AND 
DESIRK 

1. — AFFECTIONS. — PRECIPITANCY — SLOTH — HOPE  AND 
FEAR — SELF-LOVE. 

In  our  hist  Lecture,  we  entered  on  the  consideration  lect. 

XXIX. 

of  the  various  sources  of  Error.  These,  I stated,  ^ 

may  be  conveniently  reduced  to  four  heads,  and  con- 
sist,  1°,  In  the  General  Circumstances  which  modify 
the  intellectual  character  of  the  individual ; 2°,  In  the 
Constitution,  Habits,  and  Reciprocal  Relations  of  his 
jx)wers  of  Cognition,  Feeling,  and  Desire;  3°,  In  the 
Language  which  he  employs  as  an  Instrument  of 
Thought  and  a Medium  of  Communication ; and,  4°, 

In  the  nature  of  the  Objects  themselves  about  which 
his  knowledge  is  conversant. 

I then  gave  you  a general  view  of  the  nature  of 
those  occasions  of  Error,  which  originate  in  the  cir- 
cumstances under  the  influence  of  which  the  charac- 
ter and  opinions  of  man  are  determined  for  him  as  a 
member  of  society.  Under  this  head  I stated,  that, 
as  man  is  destined  by  his  Creator  to  fulfil  the  end  of 
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his  existence  in  society,  he  is  wisely  furnished  with  a 
disposition  to  imitate  those  among  whom  liis  lot  is 
cast,  and  thus  to  conform  himself  to  whatever  section 
of  human  society  he  may  by  birth  belong,  or  of  which 
he  may  afterwards  become  a member.  The  education 
we  receive,  nay  the  very  possibility  of  receiving  edu- 
cation at  all,  supposes  to  a certain  extent  the  passive 
infusion  of  foreign  and  traditionary  opinions.  For  as 
man  is  compelled  to  think  much  earlier  than  he  is 
able  to  think  for  himself,  all  education  necessarily 
imposes  on  him  many  opinions  which,  whether  in 
themselves  true  or  fidse,  are,  in  reference  to  the  re- 
cipient, only  prejudices;  and  it  is  even  only  a small 
number  of  mankind  who,  at  a later  period,  are  able  to 
bring  these  obtruded  opinions  to  the  test  of  reason, 
and  by  a free  exercise  of  their  own  intelligence  to 
reject  them  if  found  false,  or  to  acknowledge  them  if 
proved  true. 

But  while  the  mass  of  mankind  thus  remain,  during 
their  whole  lives,  only  the  creatures  of  the  accidental 
circumstances  which  have  concurred  to  form  for  them 
their  habits  and  beliefs,  the  few  who  are  at  last  able 
to  form  opinions  for  themselves,  are  stiU  dependent, 
in  a great  measure,  on  the  unreasoning  judgment 
of  the  many.  Public  opinion,  hereditary  custom, 
despotically  impose  on  us  the  capricious  laws  of  pro- 
priety and  manners.  The  individual  may  possibly,  in 
matters  of  science,  emancipate  himself  from  their  ser- 
vitude ; in  the  affairs  of  life  he  must  quietly  submit 
himself  to  the  yoke.  The  only  freedom  he  can  here 
prudently  manifest,  is  to  resign  himself  with  a con- 
sciousness that  he  is  a slave  not  to  reason  but  to  con- 
ventional accident.  And  while  he  conforms  himself 
to  the  usages  of  his  own  society,  he  will  be  tolerant 
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of  those  of  others.  In  this  respect  his  maxim  will  be  lect. 

4.U-.4.  . <<  tit:  1.1^ i_ XXIX. 


that  of  the  Scythian  prince  : — “ With  you  such  may  

be  the  custom,  with  us  it  is  different.” 

So  much  for  the  general  nature  of  the  influence  to  Mcui  by 
which  we  are  exposed  from  the  circumstances  of  So-  MuMM'of 
ciety ; it  now  remains  to  say  what  are  the  means  by  T 
which  this  influence,  as  a source  of  error,  may  be  u 
counteracted.  “ 

It  has  been  seen  that,  in  consequence  of  the  man-  n 
ner  in  which  our  opinions  are  formed  for  us  by  the 
accidents  of  society,  our  imposed  and  supposed  know- 1\ 
ledge  is  a confused  medley  of  truths  and  errors.  S 
Here  it  is  evidently  necessary  to  institute  a critical 
examination  of  the  contents  of  this  knowledge.  Des- 
cartes proposes  that,  in  order  to  discriminate,  among 
our  prejudiced  opinions,  the  truths  from  the  errors,  we 
ought  to  eommence  by  doubting  all."  This  has  ex- 
posed him  to  much  obloquy  and  clamour,  but  most 
unjustly.  The  doctrine  of  Descartes  has  nothing  n 
sceptical  or  offensive  ; for  he  only  maintains  that  it « 
behoves  us  to  examine  all  that  has  been  inculcated  on 
us  from  infancy,  and  under  the  masters  to  whose 
authority  we  have  been  subjected,  with  the  same  at- 
tention and  circumspection  which  we  accord  to  dubi- 
ous questions.  In  fact  there  is  nothing  in  the  precept 
of  Descartes,  which  had  not  been  previously  enjoined 
by  other  philosophers.  Of  these  I formerly  quoted  to 
you  several,  and  among  others  the  remarkable  testi- 
monies of  Aristotle,  St  Augustin,  and  Lord  Bacon.<* 

But  although  there  be  nothing  reprehensible  in  the  condiUomi 
precept  of  Descartes,  as  enounced  by  him,  it  is  of  Sfytu™*^ 
less  practical  utility  in  consequence  of  no  account 

a DitcouTt  de  la  ilithodt,  Putio  J3  See  Lectures  on  Metaphysics,  roL 

ii. — Ei>.  L p.  90  «</.— Ed. 
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LECT.  bcinfr  taken  of  the  circumstances  which  condition  and 

L modify  its  application.  For,  in  the  first  place,  the 

judgments  to  be  examined  ought  not  to  be  taken  at 
random,  but  selected  on  a principle,  and  arranged  in 
due  order  and  dependence.  But  this  requires  no 
ordinary  ability,  and  the  distribution  of  things  into 
their  proper  classes  is  one  of  the  last  and  most  difii- 
cult  fruits  of  philosophy.  In  the  second  place,  there 
arc  among  our  prejudices,  or  pretended  cognitions, 
a great  many  hasty  conclusions,  the  investigation  of 
which  requires  much  profound  thought,  skill,  and  ac- 
quired knowledge.  Now,  from  both  of  these  consider- 
ations, it  is  evident  that  to  commence  philosojdiy  by 
such  a review,  it  is  necessary  for  a man  to  be  a philo- 
sopher before  he  can  attempt  to  become  one.  The 
preccj)t  of  Descartes  is,  therefore,  either  unreasonable, 
or  it  is  too  unconditionally  expressed.  And  this  latter 
alternative  is  true. 

A gnuiuai  What  can  be  rationally  required  of  the  student  of 
philosophy,  is  not  a preliminary  and  absolute,  but  a 
gradual  and  progressive,  abrogation  of  prejudices.  It 
required  of  cau  Only  be  required  of  him,  that,  when,  in  the  course 
of  his  study  of  philosophy,  he  meets  with  a propo- 
sition which  has  not  been  already  sufficiently  sifted, 
(whether  it  has  been  elaborated  as  a principle  or  ad- 
mitted as  a eonclusion),  he  should  pause,  discuss  it 
without  prepossession,  and  lay  aside  for  future  con- 
sideration all  that  has  not  been  subjected  to  a search- 
ing scrutiny.  The  precept  of  Descartes,  wffien  rightly 
explained,  corresponds  to  that  of  St  Paul “If  any 
man  among  you  seemeth  to  be  wise  in  this  world,  let 
him  become  a fool,  that  he  may  be  wise  ; ” that  is,  let 
him  not  rely  more  on  the  o]>inions  in  which  he  has 


ino  Biuaciu 
of  philo- 
•ophy. 


a 1 Cor.  iii.  18. 
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been  brought  up,  and  in  favour  of  which  he  and  those  lect. 

around  him  are  prejudiced,  than  on  so  many  visions  ^ 

of  imagination,  and  let  him  examine  them  with  the 
same  circumspection  as  if  he  were  assured  that  they 
contain  some  truth  among  much  falsehood  and  many 
extravagancies." 

Proceeding  now  to  the  second  claas  of  the  Sources 
of  Error,  which  are  found  in  the  Mind  itself,  I shall 
commence  with  the  following  paragraph  : — 


If  XCIV.  The  Sources  of  Error  which  arise  'pm-.^civ. 
from  the  Constitution,  Habits,  and  Reciprocal  of 
Relations  of  the  powers  of  Cognition,  Feeling,  tho’'^w"rs 
and  Desire,  may  be  subdivided  into  two  kinds. 

The  first  of  these  consists  in  the  undue  prepon-  nSi™-  of 
derance  of  the  Affective  Elements  of  mind,  (the 
Desires  and  Feelings),  over  the  Cognitive  : the 
second,  in  the  weakness  or  inordinate  strength 
of  some  one  or  other  of  the  Cognitive  Faculties 
themselves. 


Affection  is  that  state  of  mind  in  which  the  Feel-  ^lica- 
ings  and  Desires  exert  an  influence  not  under  the  con-  i.  Prepon- 
trol  of  reason  ; in  other  words,  a tendency  by  which  Affoction 
the  intellect  is  impeded  in  its  endeavour  to  think  an  nitioa. 
object  as  that  object  really  is,  and  compelled  to  think 
it  in  conformity  with  some  view  prescribed  by  the 
passion  or  private  interest  of  the  subject  thinking. 

The  human  mind,  when  unruffled  by  passion,  may 
be  compared  to  a calm  sea.  A calm  sea  is  a clear 
mirror,  in  which  the  sun  and  clouds,  in  which  the 


a Thu  criticum  of  the  precept  gique,  t.  iii.  pert  ii.,  ch.  6,  p.  2G3 
of  Descartes  is,  with  some  sli|;ht  rt  tq. — Eli. 
changes,  taken  from  Crunsoz,  Lo- 
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Infloenee  of 
Piiasion  on 
the  Mind. 


Bocthias 

quoted. 


Error 
limited  to 
Probable 
Keaaonibg. 


forms  of  heaven  and  earth,  are  reflected  back  pre- 
cisely as  they  are  presented.  But  let  a wind  arise* 
and  the  smooth  clear  surface  of  the  water  is  lifted 
into  billows  and  agitated  into  foam.  It  no  more  re- 
flects the  sun  and  clouds,  the  forms  of  heaven  and 
earth,  or  it  reflects  them  only  as  distorted  and  broken 
images.  In  like  manner,  the  tranquil  mind  receives 
and  reflects  the  world  without  as  it  truly  is  ; but  let 
the  wind  of  passion  blow,  and  every  object  is  repre- 
sented, not  as  it  exists,  but  in  the  colours  and  aspects 
and  partial  phases  in  which  it  pleases  the  subject  to 
regard  it.  The  state  of  passion  and  its  influence 
on  the  Cognitive  Faculties  are  truly  pictured  by 
Boethius." 


Nubibus  atria 
Condita  nullum 

Tu  quoque  ai  via 

Fundere  poasunt 

Lumine  claro 

Sidcra  lumen. 

Cemcre  verum, 

Si  nmre  volven.o 

Tramitc  recto 

Turbidua  auater 

Carpere  callem ; 

Misceat  matum, 

Oaudia  pelle, 

Vitrea  duduni, 

Pelle  timorcm, 

Parque  acrenia 

Spemquc  fugato, 

Unda  diebus, 

Nec  dolor  adait. 

Mox  reaoluto 

Nubila  mens  eat, 

Sordida  coeno, 

Vinctaque  frcnia. 

Viaibua  obatat. 

Hoec  ubi  regnant.’ 

Every  error  consists  in  this, — that  we  take  some- 
thing for  non-existent,  because  we  have  not  become 
aware  of  its  existence,  and  that,  in  place  of  this  ex- 
istent something,  we  fill  up  the  premises  of  a probable 
reasoning  with  something  else. 

I have  here  limited  the  possibility  of  error  to  Pro- 
bable Reasoning,  for  in  Intuition  and  Demonstration 
there  is  but  little  possibility  of  important  error. 

o Df  Conml.  Phil.,  L.  i.  Metr.  7. — Eu. 
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Hobbes  indeed  asserts  that  had  it  been  contrary  to  the  lect. 

* XXIX. 

interest  of  those  in  authority,  that  the  three  angles  of ^ 

a triangle  should  be  equal  to  two  right  angles,  this 
truth  would  have  been  long  ago  proscribed  as  heresy, 
or  as  high  treason.®  This  may  be  an  ingenious  illus- 
tration of  the  blind  tendency  of  the  passions  to  sub- 
jugate intelligence ; but  we  should  take  it  for  more 
than  was  intended  by  its  author,  were  we  to  take  it 
as  more  than  an  ingenious  exaggeration.  Limiting, 
therefore,  error  to  probable  inference,  (and  this  consti- 
tutes, with  the  exception  of  a comparatively  small 
department,  the  whole  domain  of  human  reasoning), 
we  have  to  inquire.  How  do  the  Passions  influence  us 
to  the  assumption  of  false  premises  1 To  estimate  the 
amount  of  probability  for  or  against  a given  propo- 
sition, requires  a tranquil,  an  unbiassed,  a comprehen- 
sive, consideration,  in  order  to  take  all  the  relative 
elements  of  judgment  into  due  account  But  this 
requisite  state  of  mind  is  disturbed  when  any  interest, 
any  wish,  is  allowed  to  interfere. 

H XCV.  The  disturbing  Passions  may  be  re-  p«.  xcv. 
duced  to  four  : — Precipitancy,  Sloth,  Hope  and  mom,  m 
Fear,  Self-love. 

1°,  A restless  anxiety  for  a decision  begets  four, 
impatience,  which  decides  before  the  preliminary 
inquiry  is  concluded.  This  is  Precipitancy. 

2°,  The  same  result  is  the  effect  of  Sloth, 
which  dreams  on  in  conformity  to  custom,  with- 
out subjecting  its  beliefs  to  the  test  of  active 
observation. 

3°,  The  restlessness  of  Hope  or  Fear  impedes 
obscrv'ation,  distracts  attention,  or  forces  it  only 

a LevUUhant  Pftrt  I.  ch.  11. — Ed. 
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on  what  interests  the  passion ; — tlie  sanguine 
looking  only  on  what  harmonises  with  his  hopes, 
the  diflSdent  only  on  what  aecords  with  his 
fears. 

4°,  Self-love  perverts  our  estimate  of  proba- 
bility by  causing  us  to  rate  the  grounds  of  judg- 
ment, not  according  to  their  real  influence  on  the 
truth  of  the  decision,  but  according  to  their 
bearing  on  our  personal  interests  therein. 

In  regard  to  Impatience  or  Precipitation, — “ all  is 
the  cause  of  this  which  determines  our  choice  on  one 
side  rather  than  another.  An  imagination  excites 
pleasure,  and  because  it  excites  pleasure  we  yield  our- 
selves up  to  it  We  suppose,  for  example,  that  we 
are  all  that  we  ought  to  be,  and  why  ? Because  this 
supposition  gives  us  pleasure.  This,  in  some  disposi- 
tions, is  one  of  the  greatest  obstacles  to  improvement ; 
for  he  who  entertains  it,  thinks  there  is  no  necessity  to 
labour  in  order  to  become  what  he  is  already.  ‘ I be- 
lieve,’ says  Seneca,®  ‘ that  many  had  it  in  their  power 
to  have  attained  to  wisdom,  had  they  not  been  im- 
peded by  the  belief  that  wisdom  they  had  already 
attained.’  ‘ Multos  puto  ad  sapientiam  potuisse  per- 
venire,  nisi  putassent  se  pervenisse.’  ” ^ Erasmus  gives 
the  following  as  the  principal  advice  to  a young 
votary  of  learning  in  the  conduct  of  his  studies : 
“ To  read  the  most  learned  books ; to  converse  with 
the  most  learned  men ; but,  above  all,  never  to  con- 
ceit that  he  himself  was  learned.” 

Q.  Dt  TrawiVLillit^  ^ 1. — mis  rogavit  Erasmum,  qua  ratiooe 

^Ed.  doctuspoeset fieri.  Respouditex  tern* 

j9  Orotuaz,  t.  iii.,  part,  pore:  si  doctisaRaidueconviverett  si 

ii.  ch.  7»  p.  297. — Kd.  doctoe  audiret  non  minus  submissc 

7 *MoanncB  Alexander  Rrassica-  qnam  hoiiorifice,  si  doctos  strenue 
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“ From  the  same  cause,  men  flatter  themselves  with  lect. 

the  hope  of  dying  old,  although  few  attain  to  longe-  1 

vity.  The  less  probable  the  event  the  more  certain 
are  they  of  its  occurrence ; and  why  ? Because  the  im- 
agination of  it  is  agreeable.  ‘ Decrepiti  senes  pauco-  From 

• • « • • Scnooi. 

rum  annorum  accessionem  votis  mendicant ; mmores 
natu  seipsos  esse  fingunt : mendacio  sibi  blandiuntur : 
et  tarn  libenter  faUunt,  quam  si  fata  una  decipiant.’  ” “ 

“ Preachers,”  says  Montaigne,  “ are  aware  that  the  From 
emotion  which  arises  during  their  sermons  animates  ™ 
themselves  to  belief ; and  we  are  conscious  that  when 
roused  to  anger  we  apply  ourselves  more  intently  to 
the  defence  of  our  thesis,  and  embrace  it  with  greater 
vehemence  and  approbation,  than  we  did  when  our 
mind  was  cool  and  unruffled.  You  simply  state  your 
case  to  an  advocate,  he  replies  with  hesitation  and 
doubt;  you  are  aware  that  it  is  indifferent  to  him 
whether  he  undertakes  the  defence  of  the  one  side  or  of 
the  other.  But  have  you  once  fee’d  him  well  to  take 
your  case  in  hand,  he  begins  to  feel  an  interest  in  it, 
bis  will  is  animated.  His  reason  and  his  science  be- 
come also  animated  in  proportion.  Your  case  presents 
itself  to  his  understanding  as  a manifest  and  indubit- 
able truth ; he  now  sees  it  in  a wholly  different  light, 
and  really  believes  that  you  have  law  and  justice  on 
your  side.”  ^ It  is  proper  to  observe  that  Montaigne 
was  himself  a lawyer, — he  had  been  a counsellor  of  the 
Parliament  of  Bordeaux. 

It  might  seem  that  precipitate  dogmatism  and  an 

lefjeratindoctoediligenterediscerat,  a Seneca,  Dc  Brevilatt  Vit<r.,  c. 
deniqiM  ai  le  doctum  nunquam  pn-  11.  Cronsaz,  Logiquf,  t.  iii.  p.  ii. 
taret.”  Motto  to  G.  J.  Vosains,  ch.  7,  p.  297,  ed.  1725. — BU). 

Opuscula  de  Sludiorum  Ralione.  See  ft  Essait,  L.  ii.  ch.  12.  Quoted 
Creniiu,  ConnUia  el  Methodvs,  he.,  by  Crouaaa,  I.  e. — Ed, 
p.  686,  1692,-Ed. 
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inclination  to  scepticism  were  opposite  characters  of 
mind.  They  are,  however,  closely  allied,  if  not  merely 
phases  of  the  same  disposition.  This  is  indeed  con- 
fessed by  the  sceptic  Montaigne."  “ The  most  un- 
easy condition  for  me  is  to  be  kept  in  suspense  on 
urgent  occasions,  and  to  be  agitated  between  fear 
and  hope.  Deliberation,  even  in  things  of  lightest 
moment,  is  very  troublesome  to  me  ; and  I find 
my  mind  more  put  to  it,  to  undergo  the  various 
tumbling  and  tossing  of  doubt  and  consultation, 
than  to  set  up  its  rest,  and  to  acquiesce  in  whatever 
shall  happen,  after  the  die  is  thrown.  Few  passions 
break  my  sleep;  but  of  deliberations,  the  least  dis- 
turbs me.” 

Precipitation  is  no  incurable  disease.  There  is  for 
it  one  sure  and  simple  remedy,  if  properly  applied. 
It  is  only  required,  to  speak  with  Confucius,  manfully 
to  restrain  the  wild  horse  of  precipitancy  by  the  curb 
of  consideration ; to  weigh  the  reasons  of  decision, 
each  and  all,  in  the  balance  of  cool  investigation ; not 
to  allow  ourselves  to  decide  until  a clear  conscious- 
ness has  declared  these  reasons  to  be  true, — to  be  suffi- 
cient ; and,  finally,  to  throw  out  of  account  the  suf- 
frages of  self-love,  of  prepossession,  of  passion,  and  to 
admit  only  those  of  reflection,  of  experience,  and  of 
evidence.  This  remedy  is  certain  and  effectual.  In 
theory  it  is  satisfactory,  but  its  practical  application 
requires  a moral  resolution  for  the  acquisition  of 
which  no  precept  can  be  given. 

In  the  second  place,  “ Sloth  is  likewise  a cause  of 
precipitation,  and  it  deserves  the  more  attention  as  it 
is  a cause  of  error  extremely  frequent,  and  one  of 
which  we  are  ourselves  less  aware,  and  which  is  less 

a E$»al%  L.  ii.  c.  17.— Ei*. 
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notorious  to  others.  We  feel  it  fati"uinor  to  continue  lect. 

° ° X.XIX' 

an  investigation,  therefore  we  do  not  pursue  it ; but  — ! — 1 
as  it  is  mortifying  to  think  that  we  have  laboured  in 
vain,  we  easily  admit  the  flattering  illusion  that  we 
have  succeeded.  By  the  influence  of  this  disposition 
it  often  happens,  that,  after  having  rejected  what  first 
presented  itself, — after  having  rejected  a second  time 
and  a third  time  what  subsequently  turned  up,  be- 
cause not  sufficiently  applicable  or  certain,  we  get 
tired  of  the  investigation,  and  perhaps  put  up  with 
the  fourth  suggestion,  which  is  not  better,  haply  even 
worse,  than  the  preceding;  and  this  simply  because 
it  has  come  into  the  mind  when  more  exhausted  and 
less  scrupulous  than  it  was  at  the  commencement.”  “ 

“ The  volition  of  that  man,”  says  Seneca,  “ is  often  Scn<H‘a 
frustrated,  who  undertakes  not  what  is  easy,  but  who 
wishes  what  he  undertakes  to  be  easy.  As  often  as 
you  attempt  anything,  compare  together  yourself,  the 
end  which  you  propose,  and  the  means  by  which  it  is 
to  be  accomplished.  For  the  repentance  of  an  un- 
finished work  will  make  you  rash.  And  here  it 
is  of  consequence  whether  a man  be  of  a fervid 
or  of  a cold,  of  an  aspiring  or  of  a humble,  disposi- 
tion.” ^ 

To  remedy  this  failing  it  is  necessary,  in  conform-  n.rcm«ir. 
ity  with  this  advice  of  Seneca,  to  consult  our  forces, 
and  the  time  we  can  afford,  and  the  difficulty  of  the 
subjects  on  which  we  enter.  We  ought  to  labour  only 
at  intervals,  to  avoid  the  tedium  and  disquiet  conse-. 
quent  on  unremitted  application,  and  to  adjourn  the 
consideration  of  any  thought  which  may  please  us 
vehemently  at  the  moment,  until  the  prepossession  in 

a f'rou»»z,  lAigiifue,  t iii.  part  ii.  B Dr  Ira,  L.  iii.  c.  7.  Qnote<I  by 
ch.  7,  p.  302. — Eo.  C'roiUMU!,  l.wjiqut,  t.  iii.  p.  ;<0i — En. 
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its  favour  has  subsided  with  the  animation  which  gave 
it  birth. 


3.  Hope  The  two  Causes  of  premature  judgment, — the  affec- 
tions of  Impatience  and  Sloth, — ^being  considered,  T pass 
on  to  the  third  principle  of  Passion,  by  which  the  in- 
tellect is  turned  aside  from  the  path  of  truth, — I mean 
the  disturbing  influence  of  Hope  and  Fear.  These 
passions,  though  reciprocally  contrary,  determine  a 
similar  effect  upon  the  deliberations  of  the  Under- 
standing, and  are  equally  unfavourable  for  the  in- 
terest of  truth.  In  forming  a just  conclusion  upon 
a question  of  probable  reasoning,  that  is,  where  the 
grounds  of  decision  are  not  few,  palpable,  and  of  de- 
terminate effect, — and  such  questions  may  be  said  to 
be  those  alone  on  which  differences  of  opinion  may 
arise,  and  are,  consequently,  those  alone  which  re- 
quire for  their  solution  any  high  degree  of  observation 
and  ingenuity, — in  such  questions  hope  and  fear 
exert  a very  strong  and  a very  unfavourable  influ- 
ence. In  these  questions  it  is  requisite,  in  the  first 
place,  to  seek  out  the  premises ; and,  in  the  second, 
to  draw  the  conclusion.  Of  these  requisites  the  first 
is  the  more  important,  and  it  is  also  by  far  the  more 
diflBcult. 


How  Hope  Now  the  passions  of  Hope  and  Fear  operate  sever- 
Operate  UD-  ally  to  prevent  the  intellect  from  discovering  all  the 
on  the  Un-  elements  of  decision,  which  ought  to  be  considered  in 
dcnwiidiDg.  correct  conclusion,  and  cause  it  to  take  into 

account  those  only  which  harmonise  with  that  con- 
clusion to  which  the  actuating  passion  is  inclined. 
And  here  the  passion  operates  in  two  ways.  In  the 
first  place,  it  tends  so  to  determine  the  associations  of 
thought,  that  only  those  media  of  proof  arc  suggested 
or  called  into  consciousness,  which  support  the  conclu- 
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sion  to  which  the  passion  tenda  In  the  second  place,  leot. 

if  the  media  of  proof  by  which  a counter  conclusion  is ^ 

supported,  are  brought  before  the  mind,  still  the  mind 
is  influenced  by  the  passion  to  look  on  their  reality 
with  doubt,  and,  if  such  cannot  be  questioned,  to 
undervalue  their  inferential  importance ; whereas  it 
is  moved  to  admit,  without  hesitation,  those  media  of 
proof,  which  favour  the  conclusion  in  the  interest  of 
our  hope  or  fear,  and  to  exaggerate  the  cogency  with 
which  they  establish  this  result.  Either  passion  looks 
exclusively  to  a single  end,  and  exclusively  to  the 
means  by  which  that  single  end  is  accomplished. 

Thus  the  sanguine  temperament,  or  the  mind  under 
the  habitual  predominance  of  hope,  sees  only  and 
magnifies  all  that  militates  in  favour  of  the  wished- 
for  consummation,  which  alone  it  contemplates ; 
whereas  the  melancholic  temperament,  or  the  mind 
under  the  habitual  predominance  of  fear,  is  wholly 
occupied  with  the  dreaded  issue,  views  only  what 
tends  to  its  fulfilment,  while  it  exaggerates  the  pos-  « 
sible  into  the  probable,  the  probable  into  the  certain. 

Thus  it  is  that  whatever  conclusion  we  greatly  hope 
or  greatly  fear,  to  that  conclusion  we  are  disposed  to 
leap  ; and  it  has  become  almost  proverbial,  that  men  . 
lightly  believe  both  what  they  wish,  and  what  they 
dread,  to  be  true. 

But  the  influence  of  Hope  on  our  judgments,  in- 
clining us  to  find  whatever  we  wish  to  find,  in  so  far 
as  this  arises  from  the  illusion  of  Self-love,  is  compre- 
hended in  this, — the  fourth  cause  of  Error, — to  which 
I now  proceed. 

Self-love,  under  which  I include  the  dispositions  of  4.  sdMove. 
Vanity,  Pride,  and,  in  general,  all  those  which  incline 
us  to  attribute  an  undue  weight  to  those  opinions  in 
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LEtn*.  which  we  feel  a personal  interest,  is  by  far  the  most 

1 extensive  and  influential  impediment  in  the  way  of 

reason  and  truth.  In  virtue  of  this  prineiple,  what- 
ever is  ours, — whatever  is  adopted  or  patronised  by 
us,  whatever  belongs  to  those  to  whom  we  are  at- 
tached,— is  either  gratuitously  clothed  with  a charac- 
ter of  truth,  or  its  pretensions  to  be  accounted  true 
are  not  scrutinised  with  the  requisite  rigour  and  im- 
partiality. I am  a native  of  this  country,  and,  there- 
fore, not  only  is  its  history  to  me  a matter  of  peculiar 
interest,  but  the  actions  and  character  of  my  country- 
men are  viewed  in  a very  diflerent  light  from  that  in 
which  they  are  regarded  by  a foreigner.  I am  born 
and  bred  a member  of  a religious  sect,  and  because 
they  constitute  my  creed,  I find  the  tenets  of  this 
sect  alone  in  conformity  to  the  Word  of  God.  I am 
the  partisan  of  a philosophical  doctrine,  and  am,  there- 
fore, disposed  to  reject  whatever  does  not  harmonise 
\Vith  my  .adopted  system. 

Ariktultc,  — It  is  the  part  of  a philosopher,  says  Aristotle,  inas- 
I.  precept,  as  he  is  a philosopher,  to  subjugate  self-love, 

and  to  refute,  if  contrary  to  truth,  not  only  the  opin- 
ions of  his  friends,  but  the  doctrines  which  he  himself 
may  have  professed.®  It  is  certain,  however,  that 
philosophers, — for  philosophers  are  men, — have  been 
too  often  found  to  regulate  their  conduct  by  the  op- 
iiiu»ir»iion»  posite  principle.  That  man  pretended  to  the  name 
"uccufLif-  of  philosopher,  who  scrupled  not  to  declare  that  he 
opiuiuoB.  ^ would  rather  be  in  the  wrong  with  Plato  than  in  the 
right  with  his  opponents.^  “ Gisbert  Voetius  urged 
Mersennus  to  refute  a work  of  Descartes  a year  before 
the  book  appeared,  and  before  he  had  himself  the 
means  of  judging  whether  the  opinions  it  contained 

a Kth.  A’ic,  i.  4 tG).-  Ed.  fi  Cicero,  Tunc.  Quandt.,  i.  17. 


Digitized  by  Google 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC, 


103 


were  right  or  wrong.  A certain  professor  of  philoso- 
phy in  Padua  came  to  Galileo,  and  requested  that  he 
would  explain  to  him  the  meaning  of  the  term  paral- 
laxis ; which  he  wished,  he  said,  to  refute,  having  heard 
that  it  was  opposed  to  Aristotle’s  doctrine  touching 
the  relative  situation  of  the  comets.  What!  answered 
Galileo,  you  wish  to  controvert  a word  the  meaning  of 
which  you  do  not  know  I Redi,  the  naturalist,  tells 
us  that  a sturdy  Peripatetic  of  his  acquaintance  would 
never  consent  to  look  at  the  heavens  through  a tele- 
scope, lest  he  should  be  compelled  to  admit  the  exist- 
ence of  the  new  stars  discovered  by  Galileo  and  others.. 
The  same  Redi  informs  us  that  he  knew  another  Peri- 
patetic, a staunch  advocate  of  the  Aristotelian  doc- 
trine of  equivocal  generation,  (a  doctrine,  by  the  way, 
which  now  again  divides  the  physiologists  of  Europe,) 
and  who,  in  particular,  maintained  that  the  green 
frogs  which  appear  upon  a shower  come  down  with 
the  rain,  who  would  not  be  induced  himself  to  select 
and  examine  one  of  these  frogs.  And  why  ? Because 
he  was  unwilling  to  be  convicted  of  his  error,  by  Redi 
showing  him  the  green  matter  in  the  stomach,  and 
its  feculse  in  the  intestines  of  the  animal.”  “ The 
spirit  of  the  Peripatetic  philosophy  was,  however, 
wholly  misunderstood  by  these  mistaken  followers 
of  Aristotle ; for  a true  Aristotelian  is  one  who 
listens  rather  to  the  voice  of  nature  than  to  the 
precept  of  any  master,  and  it  is  well  expressed  in 
the  motto  of  the  great  French  anatomist, — “Riolanus 
cat  Peripateticus ; credit  ea,  et  ea  tantum,  quae  vidit.” 
From  the  same  principle  proceeds  the  abuse,  and 

a Reimaras,  p.  .380.  [Die  Ver-  liahed  in  1750.  The  above  four  ao- 
nun/tlchre,  von  H.S.H.  (Hermann  eodotea  are  all  taken  from  thU  work. 
Samuel  Reimanu),  dritte  Auflage,  — Eo.] 

Hainljurg,  1766,  J .332.  First  jnib- 
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sometimes  even  tlie  persecution,  which  the  discoverers 
of  new  truths  encounter  from  those  whose  cherished 
opinions  these  truths  subvert. 

In  like  manner,  as  we  are  disposed  to  maintain  our 
own  opinion,  we  are  inclined  to  regard  with  favour 
the  opinions  of  those  to  whom  we  are  attached  by  love, 
gratitude,  and  other  conciliatory  affections.  “ We  do 
not  limit  our  attachment  to  the  persons  of  our  friends, 
— we  love  in  a certain  sort  all  that  belongs  to  them ; 
and  as  men  generally  manifest  sufficient  ardour  in 
support  of  their  opinions,  we  are  led  insensibly  by  a 
kind  of  sympathy  to  credit,  to  approve,  and  to  defend 
these  also,  and  that  even  more  passionately  than  our 
friends  themselves.  We  bear  affection  to  others  for 
various  reasons.  The  agreement  of  tempers,  of  in- 
clinations, of  pursuits ; their  appearance,  their  man- 
ners, their  virtue,  the  partiality  which  they  have  shown 
to  us,  the  services  we  have  received  at  their  hands, 
and  many  other  particular  causes,  determine  and 
direct  our  love. 

“ ‘ It  is  observed  by  the  great  Malebranche,"  that  if 
any  of  our  friends, — any  even  of  those  we  are  disposed 
to  love, — advance  an  opinion,  we  forthwith  lightly 
allow  ourselves  to  be  persuaded  of  its  trutL  This 
opinion  we  accept  and  support,  without  troubling  our- 
selves to  inquire  whether  it  be  conformable  to  fact, 
frequently  even  against  our  conscience,  in  conformity 
to  the  darkness  and  confusion  of  our  intellect,  to  the 
corruption  of  our  heart,  and  to  the  advantages  which 
we  hope  to  reap  from  our  facility  and  complaisance.’”^ 

Tlie  influence  of  this  principle  is  seen  still  more 
manifestly  when  the  passion  changes  ; for  though  the 

a Rcrherehe  tie  In  KMlf,  L.  iv.  0 Caro,  NouvdU  Logique,  part  ii. 
ch.  l.T— Ed.  ch.  8.  p.  288.-Ei>. 
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things  themselves  remain  imaltered,  our  judgments  lect. 

eoneeming  them  are  totally  reversed.  How  often  do L 

we  behold  persons  who  eannot,  or  will  not,  recognise 
a single  good  quality  in  an  individual  from  the  mo- 
ment he  has  chanced  to  incur  their  dislike,  and  who 
are  even  ready  to  adopt  opinions,  merely  because 
opposed  to  others  maintained  by  the  object  of  their 
aversion  ? The  celebrated  Amauld  “ goes  so  far  even  Arnmuid 
as  to  assert,  that  men  are  naturally  envious  and  jeal-  mu 
ous;  that  it  is  with  pain  they  endure  the  contem- 
plation  of  others  in  the  enjoyment  of  advantages 
which  they  do  not  themselves  possess;  and,  as  the 
knowledge  of  truth  and  the  power  of  enlightening 
mankind  is  of  one  of  these,  that  they  have  a secret  in- 
clination to  deprive  them  of  that  glory.  This  accord- 
ingly often  determines  them  to  controvert  without  a 
ground  the  opinions  and  discoveries  of  others.  Self- 
love  accordingly  often  argues  thus ; — ‘ This  is  an 
opinion  which  I have  originated,  this,  is  an  opinion, 
therefore,  which  is  true ; ’ whereas  the  natural  malig- 
nity of  man  not  less  frequently  suggests  such  another  : 

‘ It  is  another  than  I who  has  advanced  this  doctrine ; 
this  doctrine  is,  therefore,  false.’ 

We  may  distinguish,  however,  from  malignant  or  The  lore  or 
envious  contradiction  another  passion,  which,  though  lion, 
more  generous  in  its  nature  and  not  simply  a mode  of 
Self-love,  tends,  nevertheless,  equally  to  divert  us  from 
the  straight  road  of  truth, — I mean  Pugnacity,  or  the 
love  of  Disputation.  Under  the  influence  of  this 
passion,  we  propose  as  our  end  victory,  not  truth. 

We  insensibly  become  accustomed  to  find  a reason  for 
any  opinion,  and,  in  placing  ourselves  above  all  rea- 
sons, to  surrender  our  belief  to  none.  Thus  it  is  why 

a L* Art  df  Penter  {Port-Pmjnl  Lngic)^  p.  iii.  ch.  20. — Ed. 
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two  disputants  so  rarely  ever  agree,  and  why  a ques- 
tion is  seldom  or  never  decided  in  a discussion  where 
the  combative  dispositions  of  the  reasoners  have  once 
been  roused  into  activity.  In  controvemy  it  is  always 
easy  to  find  wherewithal  to  reply ; the  end  of  the 
parties  is  not  to  avoid  error,  but  to  impose  silence  ; 
and  they  are  less  ashamed  of  continuing  wrong  than 
of  confessing  that  they  are  not  right." 

These  afiections  may  be  said  to  be  the  immediate 
causes  of  all  error.  Other  causes  there  are,  but  not 
immediate.  In  so  far  as  Logic  detects  the  sources  of 
our  false  judgments  and  shows  their  remedies,  it  must 
caiefully  inculcate  that  no  precautionary  precept  for 
particular  cases  can  avail,  unless  the  inmost  principle 
of  the  evil  be  discovered,  and  a cure  applied.  You 
must,  therefore,  as  you  w'ould  remain  free  from  the 
hallucination  of  false  opinion,  be  convinced  of  the  ab- 
solute necessity  of  following  out  the  investigation  of 
every  question  calmly  and  without  passion.  You  must 
learn  to  pursue,  and  to  estimate,  truth  without  dis- 
traction or  bias.  To  this  there  is  required,  as  a 
primary  condition,  unshackled  freedom  of  thought, 
the  equal  glance  which  can  take  in  the  whole  sphere 
of  observation,  the  cool  determination  to  pursue  the 
truth  whithersoever  it  may  lead ; and,  what  is  still 
more  important,  the  disposition  to  feel  an  interest  in 
truth,  and  in  truth  alone.  If  perchance  some  col- 
lateral interest  may  first  prompt  us  to  the  inquiry, 
in  our  general  interest  for  truth  we  must  repress, — 
we  must  forget,  this  interest,  until  the  inquiry  be  con- 
cluded. Of  what  account  are  the  most  venerated 
opinions  if  they  be  untnie  ? At  best  they  are  only 

a L'AH  de  PtMtr,  p.  iii.  ch.  20.  ch.  9,  p.  311,  Pariii,  1820.— Ed. 

Cf.  Caro,  Xmttxllc  Logiquf,  [lart  iL 
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venerable  delusions.  He  who. allows  himself  to  be 
actuated  in  his  scientific  procedure  by  any  partial  in-  . 
terest,  can  never  obtain  a comprehensive  survey  of  the 
whole  he  has  to  take  into  account,  and  always,  there- 
fore, remains  incapable  of  discriminating,  with  accu- 
racy, error  from  truth.  The  independent  thinker  must, 
in  all  his  inquiries,  subject  himself  to  the  genius  of 
truth,  — must  be  prepared  to  follow  her  footsteps 
without  faltering  or  hesitation.  In  the  consciousness 
that  truth  is  the  noblest  of  ends,  and  that  he  pursues 
this  end  with  honesty  and  devotion,  he  will  dread  no 
consequences, — for  he  relies  upon  the  truth.  Does  he 
compass  the  truth,  he  congratulates  himself  on  his 
success ; does  he  fall  short  of  its  attainment,  he  knows 
that  even  his  present  failure  will  ultimately  advance 
him  to  the  reward  he  merits.  Err  he  may,  and  that 
perhaps  frequently,  but  he  will  never  deceive  himself. 
We  cannot,  indeed,  rise  superior  to  our  liraiUiry  na- 
ture, we  cannot,  therefore,  be  reproached  for  failure ; 
but  we  are  always  responsible  for  the  calmness  and 
impartiality  of  our  researches,  and  these  alone  render 
us  worthy  of  success.  But  though  it  be  manifest, 
that  to  attain  the  truth  we  must  follow  whithersoever 
the  truth  may  lead,  still  men  in  general  are  found  to 
yield  not  an  absolute,  but  only  a restricted,  obedience 
oO  the  precept.  They  capitulate,  and  do  not  uncon- 
ditionally surrender.  I give  up,  but  my  cherished 
dogma  in  religion  must  not  be  canvassed,  says  one ; — 
my  political  principles  are  above  inquiry,  and  must 
be  exempted,  says  a second  ; — my  country  is  the  land 
of  lands,  this  cannot  be  disallowed,  cries  a third  : — 
my  order,  my  vocation,  is  undoubtedly  the  noblest, 
exclaim  a fourth  and  fifth ; — only  do  not  require  that 
we  should  confess  our  having  erred,  is  the  condition 
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which  many  insist  on  stipulating.  Above  all,  that 
resolve  of  mind  is  difficult,  which  is  ready  to  sur- 
render all  fond  convictions,  and  is  prepared  to  re- 
commence investigation  the  moment  that  a funda- 
mental error  in  the  former  system  of  belief  has  been 
detected.  These  are  the  principal  grounds  why, 
among  men,  opinion  is  so  widely  separated  from 
opinion;  and  why  the  clearest  demonstration  is  so 
frequently  for  a season  frustrated  of  victory. 

XCVI.  Against  the  Errors  which  arise  from 
the  Afiections,  there  may  be  given  the  three 
following  rules  : — 

1°,  When  the  error  has  arisen  from  the  influ- 
ence of  an  active  afiection,  the  decisive  judg- 
ment is  to  be  annulled ; the  mind  is  then  to  be 
freed,  as  far  as  possible,  from  passion,  and  the 
process  of  inquiry  to  be  reeommenced  so  soon 
as  the  requisite  tranquillity  has  been  restored. 

2°,  When  the  error  has  arisen  from  a relaxed 
enthusiasm  for  knowledge,  we  must  reanimate 
this  interest  by  a vivid  representation  of  the 
paramount  dignity  of  truth  and  of  the  lofty 
destination  of  our  intellectual  nature. 

3°,  In  testing  the  accuracy  of  our  judgments, 
we  must  be  particularly  suspicious  of  those 
results  which  accord  with  our  private  inclina- 
tions and  predominant  tendencies. 

These  rules  require  no  comment. 
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LECTURE  XXX. 

MODIFIED  STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION  II. — ERROR — ITS  CAUSES  AND  REMEDIES, 
a — AS  IN  THE  COGNITIONS,  FEELINGS,  AND  DESIRES. 

II. — WEAKNESS  AND  DISPROPORTIONED  STRENGTH 
OF  THE  FACULTIES  OF  KNOWLEDGE. 

I NOW  go  on  .to  the  Second  Head  of  the  class  of  Errors  lect. 

founded  on  the  Natural  Constitution,  the  Acquired  !_ 

Habits,  and  the  Reciprocal  Relations  of  our  Cognitive 
and  Affective  Powers,  that  is,  to  the  Causes  of  Error 
which  originate  in  the  Weakness  or  Disproportioned  {J’JJ 
Strength  of  one  or  more  of  our  Faculties  of  Know- 
ledge  themselves. 

Here,  in  the  first  place,  I might  consider  the  errors  Neglect  of 
which  have  arisen  from  the  Limited  Nature  of  the  Nature  of 
Human  Intellect  in  general, — or  rather  from  the  mis-  inteii^ST 
takes  that  have  been  made  by  philosophers  in  denying  ° 
or  not  taking  this  limited  nature  into  account.®  The 
illustration  of  this  subject  is  one  which  is  relative  to, 
and  supposes  an  acquaintance  with,  some  of  the  ab- 
strusest  speculations  in  Philosophy,  and  which  belong 

a [On  thii  subject  see  Crusius.]  mniaehllchfn  Erlnnlnua,  § 44.f,  1st 
[Christian  August  Crusius,  Wfgzur  ed.  1747. — En.] 

Grwisshnt  niul  Zuverlwtiti/fh'il  drr 
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LECT.  not  to  Logic,  but  to  Metaphysica  I shall  not,  thcre- 
^ fore,  do  more  than  simply  indicate  at  present  what  it 

1.  Philo-  will  be  proper  at  another  season  fully  to  explain.  It 

»ophy  of  tnt  •f  x 

Ai»oiut«.  is  manifest,  that,  if  the  human  mind  be  limited, — if  it 
only  knows  as  it  is  conscious,  and  if  it  be  only  con- 
scious as  it  is  conscious  of  contrast  and  opposition, — 
of  an  ego  and  non-ego ; — if  this  supposition,  I say,  be 
correct,  it  is  evident  that  those  philosophers  are  in 
error,  who  virtually  assume  that  the  human  mind  is 
unlimited,  that  is,  that  the  human  mind  is  capable  of 
a knowledge  superior  to  consciousness, — a cognition 
in  which  knowledge  and  existence, — the  Ego  and 
non-Ego, — God  and  the  creature, — are  identical ; that 
is,  of  an  act  in  which  the  mind  is  the  Absolute,  and 
knows  the  Absolute.  This  philosophy,  the  statement 
of  which,  as  here  given,  it  would  require  a long  com- 
mentary to  make  you  understand,  is  one  which  has 
for  many  years  been  that  dominant  in  Germany  ; it 
is  called  the  Philosophy  of  the  Absolute,  or  the  Phi- 
losophy of  Absolute  Identity.  This  system,  of  which 
Schelling  and  Hegel  are  the  great  representatives,  errs 
by  denying  the  limitation  of  human  intelligence  with- 
out proof,  and  by  boldly  building  its  edifice  on  this 
gratuitous  negation.® 

2.  A onr.  But  there  are  other  forms  of  philosophy,  which  err 

of  the  (init-  not  in  actually  postulating  the  infinity  of  mind,  but 

in  taking  only  a one-sided  view  of  its  finitude.  It  is 
a general  fact,  which  seems,  however,  to  have  escaped 
the  observation  of  philosophers,  that  whatever  we  can 
positively  compass  in  thought, — whatever  we  can  con- 
ceive as  possible, — in  a word,  the  omne  cogitabile,  lies 
between  two  extremes  or  poles,  contradictorily  op- 

a Seo  p.  10, — Ed. 
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posed,  and  one  of  which  must,  consequently,  be  true, 
but  of  neither  of  which  repugnant  opposites  arc  we  ^ 
able  to  represent  to  our  mind  the  possibility.®  To  iiiuitmtci 
take  one  example  out  of  many  : we  cannot  construe  ti  the  two 
to  the  mind  as  possible  the  absolute  commencement  torici,—  tlio 
of  time  ; but  we  are  equally  unable  to  think  the  pos- 
sibility  of  the  counter  alternative, — its  infinite  or  ab- 
solute  non-commencement,  in  other  words,  the  infinite 
regress  of  time.  Now  it  is  evident,  that,  if  we  looked 
merely  at  the  one  of  these  contradictory  opposites  and 
argued  thus ; — whatever  is  inconceivable  is  impos- 
sible, the  absolute  commencement  of  time  is  incon- 
ceivable, therefore  the  absolute  commencement  of 
time  is  impossible  ; but,  on  the  principles  of  Contra- 
diction and  Excluded  Middle,  one  or  other  of  two 
opposite  contradictories  must  be  true ; therefore,  as 
the  absolute  commencement  of  time  is  impossible,  the 
absolute  or  infinite  non-commencement  of  time  is 
necessary  : — I say,  it  is  evident  that  this  reasoning 
would  be  incompetent  and  one-sided,  because  it  might 
be  converted  ; for,  by  the  same  one-sided  process,  the 
opposite  conclusion  might  be  drawn  in  favour  of  the 
absolute  commencement  of  time. 

Now,  the  unilateral  and  incompetent  reasoning  The  «»me 
which  I have  here  supposed  in  the  case  of  time,  is  McmpilLi 
one  of  which  the  Necessitarian  is  guilty,  in  his  argu- ofihe'NT 
ment  to  prove  the  impossibility  of  human  volitions 
being  free.  He  correctly  lays  down,  as  the  founda-  'r 
tion  of  his  reasoning,  two  propositions  which  must  at  wu? 
once  be  allowed : 1°,  That  the  notion  of  the  liberty  of 
volition  involves  the  supposition  of  an  absolute  com- 

a See  Duensttions,  p.  COl  ft  seq.  368  ft  tu-q. — En. 

Leeturtn  on  MeUtpKyaie*,  vol.  ii.  p. 
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mencement  of  volition,  that  is,  of  a volition  which  is 
a cause,  but  is  not  itself,  qua  cause,  an  effect ; 2°, 
That  the  absolute  commencement  of  volition,  or  of 
aught  else,  cannot  be  conceived,  that  is,  cannot  be 
directly  or  positively  thought  as  possible.  So  far  he 
is  correct ; but  when  he  goes  on  to  apply  these  prin- 
ciples by  arguing,  (and  be  it  observed  this  syllogism 
lies  at  the  root  of  all  the  reasonings  for  necessity). 
Whatever  is  inconceivable  is  impossible ; hut  the  sup- 
position of  the  absolute  commencement  of  volition  is 
inconceivable  ; therefore,  the  supposition  of  the  abso- 
lute commencement  of  volition  {the  condition  of  free- 
will) is  impossible, — we  may  here  demur  to  the  sump- 
tion, and  ask  him, — Can  he  positively  conceive  the 
opposite  contradictory  of  the  absolute  commencement, 
that  is,  an  infinite  scries  of  relative  non-commence- 
ments ? If  he  answers,  as  he  must,  that  he  cannot, 
we  may  again  ask  him, — By  what  right  he  assumed 
as  a self-evident  axiom  for  his  sumption,  the  proposi- 
tion,— that  whatever  is  inconceivable  is  impossible,  or 
by  what  right  he  could  subsume  his  minor  premise, 
when  by  his  own  confession  he  allows  that  the  oppo- 
site contradictory  of  his  minor  premise,  that  is,  the 
very  proposition  he  is  apagogically  proving,  is,  like- 
wise, inconceivable,  and,  therefore,  on  the  principle  of 
his  sumption,  likewise,  impossible  ? 

The  same  inconsequence  would  equally  apply  to 
the  Libertarian,  who  should  attempt  to  prove  that 
free-will  must  be  allowed,  on  the  ground  that  its 
contradictory  opposite  is  impossible,  because  incon- 
ceivable. He  cannot  prove  his  thesis  by  such  a pro- 
cess ; in  fact,  by  all  speculative  reasoning  from  the 
conditions  of  thought,  the  two  doctrines  are  in  cequili- 
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brio ; — both  are  equally  possible, — both  are  equally  in- 
conceivable. It  is  only  when  the  Libertarian  descends 
to  arguments  drawn  from  the  fact  of  the  Moral  Law 
and  its  conditions,  that  he  is  able  to  throw  in  reasons 
which  incline  the  balance  in  his  favour. 

On  these  matters  I,  however,  at  present  only  touch, 
in  order  to  show  you  under  what  head  of  Error  these 
reasonings  would  naturally  fall. 

Leaving,  therefore,  or  adjourning,  the  consideration 
of  the  imbecility  of  the  human  intellect  in  general, 
I shall  now  take  into  view,  as  a source  of  logical  error, 
the  Weakness  or  Disproportioned  Strength  of  the  sev- 
eral Cognitive  Faculties.  Now,  as  the  Cognitive  Fa- 
culties in  man  consist  partly  of  certain  Lower  Powers, 
which  he  possesses  in  common  with  other  sensible 
existences,  namely,  the  Presentative,  the  Retentive,  the 
Representative,  and  the  Reproductive  Faculties,  and 
partly  of  certain  Higher  Powers,  in  virtue  of  which  he 
enters  into  the  rank  of  intelligent  existences,  namely, 
the  Elaborative  and  Regulative  Faculties, — it  will  be 
proper  to  consider  the  powers  of  these  two  classes 
severally  in  succession,  in  so  far  as  they  may  afford 
the  causes  or  occasions  of  error. 

Of  the  lower  class,  the  first  faculty  in  order  is  the 
Presentative  or  Acquisitive  Faculty.  This,  as  you 
remember,  is  divided  into  two,  viz.  into  the  faculty 
which  presents  us  with  the  phmnomena  of  the  outer 
world,  and  the  faculty  which  presents  us  with  the 
phsenomena  of  the  inner.®  The  former  is  External 
Perception,  or  External  Sense  ; the  latter  is  Self-con- 
sciousness, Internal  Perception,  or  Internal  Sense.  I 
commence,  therefore,  with  the  Faculty  of  External 

a See  Lecturts  on  Metaphync$,  vol.  ii  p.  23  et  teq. — Ed. 
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LECT.  Perception,  in  relation  to  which  I give  you  the  foUow- 
^ ing  paragraph : — 

p«.  xcviL  t XCVII.  When  aught  is  presented  through  the 
outer  senses,  there  are  two  conditions  necessary 
for  its  adequate  perception : — 1°,  The  relative  Or- 
gans  must  be  present,  and  in  a condition  to  dis- 
charge their  functions ; and  2°,  The  Objects  them- 
selves must  bear  a certain  relation  to  these  or- 
gans, so  that  the  latter  shall  be  suitably  affected, 
and  thereby  the  former  suitably  apprehended. 
It  is  possible,  therefore,  that,  partly  through  the 
altered  condition  of  the  organs,  partly  through 
the  altered  situation  of  the  objects,  dissimilar 
presentations  of  the  same,  and  similar  presenta- 
tions of  different,  objects,  may  be  the  result." 


bpiica-  “ In  the  first  place,  without  the  organs  specially 
Con'diUont  subscrvient  to  External  Perception, — without  the  eye, 
■deq^  the  ear,  &c.,  sensible  perceptions  of  a precise  and  de- 
terminate  character,  such,  for  example,  as  colour  or 
PerMpuon.  competent  to  man.  In  the  second 

place,  to  perform  their  fvmctions,  these  organs  must  be 
in  a healthy  or  normal  state  ; for  if  this  condition  be 
not  fulfilled,  the  presentations  which  they  furnish  are 
null,  incomplete,  or  false.  But,  in  the  third  place, 
even  if  the  organs  of  sense  are  sound  and  perfect,  the 
objects  to  be  presented  and  perceived  must  stand  to 
these  organs  in  a certain  relation, — must  bear  to  them 
a certain  proportion ; for,  otherwise,  the  objects  can- 
not be  presented  at  all,  or  cannot  be  perceived  without 

a Krng,  Logik,  g 138. — Eo.  [Cf,  vi.  p.  273.  Bachmann,  g 407, 

Caao,  ffouvclU  Logiqut,  part  ii.  cb.  p.  ^3.] 
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illusion.  The  sounds,  for  example,  which  we  are  to  lect. 

. ^ . XXX 

hear,  must  neither  be  too  high  nor  too  low  in  quality ; ^ 

the  bodies  which  we  are  to  see,  must  neither  be  too 
near  nor  too  distant, — must  neither  be  too  feebly  nor 
too  intensely  illuminated.  In  relation  to  the  second 
condition,  there  are  given,  in  consequence  of  the  al- 
tered state  of  the  organs,  on  the  one  hand,  different 
presentations  of  the  same  object ; — thus  to  a person  * 
who  has  waxed  purblind,  his  friend  appears  an  an  utter 
stranger,  the  eye  now  presenting  its  objects  with  less 
clearness  and  distinctness.  On  the  other  hand,  there 
are  given  the  same,  or  undistinguishably  similar,  presen- 
tations of  different  objects ; — thus  to  a person  in  the 
jaundice,  all  things  are  presented  yellow.  In  relation 
to  the  third  condition,  from  the  altered  position  of 
objects,  there  are,  in  like  manner,  determined,  on  the 
one  hand,  different  presentations  of  the  same  objects, 
as  when  the  stick  which  appears  straight  in  the  air 
appears  crooked  when  partially  immersed  in  water ; 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  identical  presentations  of 
different  objects,  as  when  a man  and  a horse  ap- 
pear in  the  distance  to  be  so  similar,  that  the 
one  cannot  be  discriminated  from  the  other.  In 
all  these  cases,  these  illusions  are  determined, — illu- 
sions which  may  easily  become  the  occasions  of  false 
judgments."* 

“ In  regard  to  the  detection  of  such  illusions  and  p«c»otioo» 
obviating  the  errors  to  which  they  lead,  it  behoves  us  to  the  dctec- 
to  take  the  following  precautions.  We  must,  in  the  lion.  of  tho 
first  place,  examine  the  state  of  the  organ.  If  found  obTining 
defective,  we  must  endeavour  to  restore  it  to  perfec  - to  which 
tion,  but  if  this  cannot  be  done,  we  must  ascertain  "'***' 

a Erng,  Logik,  § 13S.  Anm.— Eo. 
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L our  guard  in  regard  to  the  quality  and  degree  of  the 

false  presentation.  In  the  second  place,  we  must 
examine  the  relative  situation  of  the  object,  and  if 
this  be  not  accommodated  to  the  organ,  we  must 
either  obviate  the  disproportion  and  remove  the 
media  which  occasioned  the  illusion,  or  repeat  the 
' observation  under  diflFercnt  circumstances,  compare 
these,  and  thus  obtain  the  means  of  making  an  ideal 
abstraction  of  the  disturbing  causes.”* 

In  regard  to  the  other  Presentative  Faculty, — the 
Faculty  of  Self-consciousness, — Internal  Perception, 
or  Internal  Sense,  as  we  know  less  of  the  material 
conditions  which  modify  its  action,  we  are  unable  to 
ascertain  so  precisely  the  nature  of  the  illusions  of 
which  it  may  be  the  source.  In  reference  to  this  sub- 
ject you  may  take  the  following  paragraph  : — 

1 XCVIII.  The  faculty  of  Self-consciousness, 
or  Internal  Sense,  is  subject  to  various  changes, 
which  either  modify  our  apprehensions  of  ob- 
jects, or  influence  the  manner  in  which  we  j udge 
concerning  them.  In  so  far,  therefore,  as  false 
judgments  are  thus  occasioned.  Self-consciousness 
is  a source  of  error.^ 

fcpiic»-  It  is  a matter  of  ordinary  observation,  that  the 
s»if-coti.  vivacity  with  which  we  are  conscious  of  the  various 
phaenomena  of  mind,  differs  not  only  at  different  times, 
ioi«Miiy.  different  states  of  health,  and  in  different  degrees 
of  mental  freshness  and  exhaustion,  but,  at  the  same 
time,  differs  in  regard  to  the  different  kinds  of  these 

a Krug,  Logiky  § 155. — Ed.  0 Krug,  Logik,  § 139. — £d. 
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phsenomena  themselves.  According  to  the  greater  or  lect. 

less  intensity  of  this  faculty,  the  same  thoughts  of 1- 

which  we  are  conscious  are,  at  one  time,  clear  and 
distinct,  at  another,  obscure  and  confused.  At  one 
time  we  are  almost  wholly  incapable  of  reflection,  and 
every  act  of  self-attention  is  forced  and  irksome,  and 
difl'erences  the  most  marked  pass  unnoticed ; while, 
at  another,  our  self-consciousness  is  alert,  all  its  appli- 
cations pleasing,  and  the  most  faint  and  fugitive 
phsenomena  arrested  and  observed.  On  one  occasion, 
self-consciousness,  as  a reflective  cognition,  is  strong ; 
on  another,  all  reflection  is  extinguished  in  the  inten- 
sity of  the  direct  consciousness  of  feeling  or  desire.  In 
one  state  of  mind  our  representations  are  feeble ; in 
another,  they  are  so  lively  that  they  are  mistaken  for 
external  realities.  Our  self-consciousness  may  thus 
be  the  occasion  of  frequent  error ; for,  according  to  its 
various  modifications,  we  may  form  the  most  opposite 
judgments  concerning  the  same  things, — ^pronouncing 
them,  for  example,  now  to  be  agreeable,  now  to  bo 
disagreeable,  according  as  our  Internal  Sense  is  vari- 
ously affected. 

The  next  is  the  Eetentive  or  Conservative  Faculty, 

— Memory  strictly  so  called ; in  reference  to  which  I 
give  you  the  following  paragraph  : — 

H XCIX.  Memory,  or  the  Conservative  Faculty,  p«^xcix. 
is  the  occasion  of  Error,  both  when  too  weak  and 
when  too  strong.  When  too  weak,  the  complement  Em>r. 
of  cognitions  which  it  retains  is  small  and  in- 
distinct, and  the  Understanding  or  Elaborative 
Faculty  is,  consequently,  unable  adequately  to 
judge  concerning  the  similarity  and  differences 
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of  its  representations  and  concepta  When  too 
strong,  the  Understanding  is  overwhelmed  with 
the  multitude  of  acquired  cognitions  simultane- 
ously forced  upon  it,  so  that  it  is  xmable  calmly 
and  deliberately  to  compare  and  discriminate 
these." 

That  both  these  extremes — that  both  the  insuffi- 
cient and  the  superfluous  vigour  of  the  Conservative 
Faculty — are  severally  the  sources  of  error,  it  will  not 
require  many  observations  to  make  apparent. 

In  regard  to  a feeble  memory,  it  is  manifest  that  a 
multitude  of  false  judgments  must  inevitably  arise 
from  an  incapacity  in  this  faculty  to  preserve  the 
observations  committed  to  its  keeping.  In  conse- 
quence of  this  incapacity,  if  a cognition  be  not  wholly 
lost,  it  is  lost  at  least  in  part,  and  the  circumstances 
of  time,  place,  persons  and  things  confounded  with 
each  other.  For  example, — I may  recollect  the  tenor 
of  a passage  I have  read,  but  from  defect  of  memory 
may  attribute  to  one  author  what  really  belongs  to 
another.  Thus  a botanist  may  judge  two  different 
plants  to  be  identical  in  species,  having  forgotten  the 
differential  characters  by  which  they  were  discrimi- 
nated ; or  he  may  hold  the  same  plant  to  be  two  dif- 
ferent species,  having  examined  it  at  different  times 
and  places.** 

Though  nothing  could  be  more  erroneous  than  a 
general  and  unqualified  decision,  that  a great  memory 
is  incompatible  with  a sound  judgment,  yet  it  is  an 
observation  confirmed  by  the  experience  of  all  ages 
and  countries,  not  only  that  a great  memory  is  no 

a [Cf.  Bacbmann,  lyogik,  § 408.]  $ Krag,  Logit,  § 141.  Anm.— Ed. 
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condition  of  high  intellectual  talent,  but  that  great 
memories  are  very  frequently  found  in  combination 
with  comparatively  feeble  powers  of  thought"  The 
truth  seems  to  be,  that  where  a vigorous  memory  is 
conjoined  with  a vigorous  intellect,  the  force  of  the 
subsidiary  faculty  not  only  does  not  detract  from  the 
strength  of  the  principal,  but,  on  the  contrary,  tends 
to  confer  on  it  a still  higher  power ; whereas  when 
the  inferior  faculty  is  disproportionately  strong,  so 
far  from  nourishing  and  corroborating  the  superior, 
it  tends  to  reduce  this  faculty  to  a lower  level  than 
that  at  which  it  would  have  stood,  if  united  with  a 
less  overpowering  subsidiary.  The  greater  the  maga- 
zine of  various  knowledge  which  the  memory  contains, 
the  better  for  the  understanding,  provided  the  un- 
derstanding can  reduce  this  various  knowledge  to 
order  and  subjection.  “ A great  memory  is  the  prin- 
cipal condition  of  bringing  before  the  mind  many 
different  representations  and  notions  at  once,  or  in 
rapid  succession.  This  simultaneous  or  nearly  simul- 
taneous presence  disturbs,  however,  the  tranquil  com- 
parison of  a small  number  of  ideas,  which,  if  it  shall 
judge  aright,  the  intellect  must  contemplate  with  a 
fixed  and  steady  attention.”  ® Now,  where  an  intellect 
possesses  the  power  of  concentration  in  a high  degree, 
it  will  not  be  harassed  in  its  meditations  by  the  offi- 
cious intrusions  of  the  subordinate  faculties,  however 
vigorous  these  in  themselves  may  be,  but  will  control 
their  vigour  by  exhausting  in  its  own  operations  the 
whole  applicable  energy  of  mind.  Whereas  where 
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LiOT.  the  inferior  is  more  vigorous  than  the  superior,  it  will, 

^ in  like  manner,  engross  in  its  own  function  the  dis- 
posable amount  of  activity,  and  overwhelm  the  prin- 
cijjal  faculty  with  materials,  many  even  in  proportion 
as  it  is  able  to  elaborate  few.  This  appears  to  me  the 
reason,  why  men  of  strong  memories  are  so  often  men 
of  proportionally  weak  judgments,  and  why  so  many 
errors  arise  from  the  possession  of  a faculty,  the  per- 
fection of  which  ought  to  exempt  them  from  many 
mistaken  judgments. 

R«rac<iim  As  to  the  remedy  for  these  opposite  extremes.  The 

for  those 

opposite  former, — the  imbecility  of  Memory, — can  only  be  al- 
leviated  by  invigorating  the  capacity  of  Retention 
through  mnemonic  exercises  and  methods ; the  lat- 
ter,— the  inordinate  vigour  of  Memory, — by  culti- 
vating the  Understanding  to  the  neglect  of  the  Con- 
servative Faculty.  It  will,  likewise,  be  necessary 
to  be  upon  our  guard  against  the  errors  originating 
in  these  counter  sources.  In  the  one  case  distrusting 
the  accuracy  of  the  facts,  in  the  other,  the  accuracy 
of  their  elaboration." 

8.  The  Re-  The  next  faculty  is  the  Reproductive.  This,  when 

productive  . . . , ^ v . w v -rv 

Kecuity.  its  Operation  is  voluntanly  exerted,  is  called  Recollec- 
tion or  Reminiscence;  when  it  energises  spontane- 
ously or  without  volition,  it  is  called  Suggestion. 
The  laws  by  which  it  is  governed  in  either  case,  but 
especially  in  the  latter,  are  called  the  Laws  of  Mental 
Association.  This  Reproductive  Faculty,  like  the 
Retentive,  is  the  cause  of  error,  both  if  its  vigour  be 
defective,  or  if  it  be  too  strong.  I shall  consider  Re- 
collection and  Suggestion  severally  and  apart.  In 
regard  to  the  former  I give  you  the  following  para- 
'graph : — 

a Cf.  Krag,  Loyik,  § 156.  Anm. — En. 
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IT  C.  The  Reproductive  Faculty,  in  so  far  as  it  lect. 

is  voluntarily  exercised,  or  Reminiscence,  becomes 

a source  of  Error  as  it  is  either  too  sluggish  or  ][*RemLni,. 
too  prompt,  precisely  as  the  Retentive  Faculty, 
combined  with  which  it  constitutes  Memory  in 
the  looser  signification. 

It  is  necessary  to  say  very  little  in  special  reference  Expiic- 
to  Reminiscence,  for  what  was  said  in  regard  to  the  Remmii- 
Conservative  Faculty  or  Memory  Proper  in  its  higher  its  undue 
vigour,  was  applicable  to,  and  in  fact  supposed  a cor- 
responding  degi'ee  of,  the  Reproductive.  For,  however 
great  may  be  the  mass  of  cognitions  retained  in  the 
mind,  that  is,  out  of  consciousness  but  potentially 
capable  of  being  called  into  consciousness,  these  can 
never  of  themselves  oppress  the  Understanding  by 
their  simultaneous  crowding  or  rapid  succession,  if 
the  faculty  by  which  they  are  revoked  into  conscious- 
ness be  inert ; whereas,  if  this  revocative  faculty  be 
comparatively  alert  and  vigorous,  a smaller  magazine 
of  retained  cognitions  may  sufiBce  to  harass  the  intel- 
lect with  a ceaseless  supply  of  materials  too  profuse 
for  its  capacity  of  elaboration. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  inactivity  of  our  Recollec-  lu  in**!- 
tion  is  a source  of  error,  precisely  as  the  weakness  of 
our  Memory  proper ; for  it  is  of  the  same  eflfect  in 
relation  to  our  judgments,  whether  the  cognitions  re- 
quisite for  a decision  be  not  retained  in  the  mind,  or 
whether,  being  retained,  they  are  not  recalled  into 
consciousness  by  Reminiscence. 

In  regard  to  Suggestion,  or  the  Reproductive  Fa- 
culty operating  spontaneously,  that  is,  not  in  sub- 
servience to  an  act  of  Will,  I shall  give  you  the 
following  paragraph : — 
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H CL  As  our  Cognitions,  Feelings,  and  Desires 
are  connected  together  by  what  are  called  the 
Laws  of  Association,  and  as  each  link  in  the 
chain  of  thought  suggests  or  awakens  into  con- 
sciousness some  other  in  conformity  to  these 
Laws, — these  Laws,  as  they  bestow  a strong 
subjective  connection  on  thoughts  and  objects 
of  a wholly  arbitrary  union,  frequently  occasion 
great  confusion  and  error  in  our  judgments. 

“ Even  in  methodical  thinking,  we  do  not  connect 
all  our  thoughts  intentionally  and  rationally,  but 
many  press  forward  into  the  train,  either  in  conse- 
quence of  some  external  impression,  or  in  virtue  of 
certain  internal  relations,  which,  however,  are  not  of  a 
logical  dependency.  Thus,  thoughts  tend  to  suggest 
each  other,  which  have  reference  to  things  of  which 
we  were  previously  cognisant  as  coexistent,  or  as  im- 
mediately consequent,  which  have  been  apprehended 
as  bearing  a resemblance  to  each  other,  or  which  have 
stood  together  in  reciprocal  and  striking  contrast. 
This  connection,  though  precarious  and  non-logical,  is 
thus,  however,  governed  by  certain  laws,  which  have 
been  called  the  Laws  of  Association.”  “ These  laws, 
which  I have  just  enumerated,  viz.  the  Law  of  Co- 
existence or  Simultaneity,  the  Law  of  Continuity  or 
Immediate  Succession,  the  Law  of  Similarity,  and  the 
Law  of  Contrast,  are  all  only  special  modifications  of 
one  general  law  which  I would  call  the  Law  of  Red- 
integration ; P that  is,  the  principle  according  to  which 
whatever  has  previously  formed  a part  of  one  total 
act  of  consciousness,  tends,,  when  itself  recalled  into 

a Krug,  Logik,  | 144.  Anm.—  S See  Lectures  on  Metaphysia,  vol. 
Ed.  ii.  p.  233  tt  seq. — Eo. 
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consciousness,  to  reproduce  along  with  it  the  other  lbct. 

parts  of  that  original  whole.  But  though  these  tend-  1- 

encies  be  denominated  laws,  the  influence  which  they 
exert,  though  often  strong  and  sometimes  irresistible, 
is  only  contingent ; for  it  frequently  happens  that 
thoughts  which  have  previously  stood  to  each  other  in 
one  or  other  of  the  four  relations  do  not  suggest  each 
other.  The  Laws  of  Association  stand,  therefore,  on 
a very  different  footing  from  the  laws  of  logical  con- 
nection. But  those  Laws  of  Association,  contingent 
though  they  be,  exert  a great  and  often  a very  perni- 
cious influence  upon  thought,  inasmuch  as  by  the  in- 
voluntary intrusion  of  representations  into  the  mental 
chain,  which  are  wholly  irrelevant  to  the  matter  in 
hand,  there  arises  a perplexed  and  redundant  tissue 
of  thought,  into  which  false  characters  may  easily 
find  admission,  and  in  which  true  characters  may 
easily  be  overlooked.®  But  this  is  not  all.  For,  by 
being  once  blended  together  in  our  consciousness, 
things  really  distinct  in  their  nature  tend  again  nat- 
urally to  reassociate,  and  at  every  repetition  of  this 
conjunction,  this  tendency  is  fortified,  and  their  mu- 
tual suggestion  rendered  more  certain  and  irresistible. 

It  is  in  virtue  of  this  principle  of  Association  and  influmca 
Custom,  that  things  are  clothed  by  us  with  the  pre-  «tioii  in 
carious  attributes  of  deformity  or  beauty ; and  some  tmu. 
philosophers  have  gone  so  far  as  to  maintain  that  our 
principles  of  Taste  are  exclusively  dependent  on  the 
accidents  of  Association.  But  if  this  be  an  exaggera- 
tion, it  is  impossible  to  deny  that  Association  enjoys 
an  extensive  jurisdiction  in  the  empire  of  taste,  and, 
in  particular,  that  fashion  is  almost  wholly  subject  to 
its  control. 

a Krug,  Logik,  1 144.  Anm. — Ed. 
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On  this  subject  I may  quote  a few  sentences  from 
the  first  volume  of  Mr  Stewart’s  Elements.  “ In  mat- 
ters of  Taste,  the  efiects  which  we  consider,  are  pro- 
duced on  the  mind  itself,  and  are  accompanied  either 
with  pleasure  or  with  pain.  Hence  the  tendency  to 
casual  association  is  much  stronger  than  it  commonly 
is  w’ith  respect  to  physical  events  ; and  when  such 
associations  are  once  formed,  as  they  do  not  lead  to 
any  important  inconvenience,  similar  to  those  which 
result  from  physical  mistakes,  they  arc  not  so  likely 
to  be  corrected  by  mere  experience,  unassisted  by 
study.  To  this  it  is  owdng  that  the  influence  of  asso- 
ciation on  our  judgments  concerning  beauty  and  de- 
formity, is  still  more  remarkable  than  on  our  specula- 
tive conclusions ; a circumstance  which  has  led  some 
philosophers  to  suppose  that  association  is  sufficient 
to  account  for  the  origin  of  these  notions,  and  that 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  a standard  of  taste,  founded 
on  the  principles  of  the  human  constitution.  But  this 
is  undoubtedly  pushing  the  theory  a great  deal  too 
far.  The  association  of  ideas  can  never  account  for 
the  origin  of  a new  notion,  or  of  a pleasure  essentially 
difierent  from  all  the  others  which  we  know.  It  may, 
indeed,  enable  us  to  conceive  how  a thing  indifferent 
in  itself  may  become  a source  of  pleasure,  by  being 
connected  in  the  mind  with  something  else  which  is 
naturally  agreeable  ; but  it  presupposes,  in  every  in- 
stance, the  existence  of  those  notions  and  those  feel- 
ings which  it  is  its  province  to  combine  : insomuch 
that,  I apprehend,  it  will  be  found,  wherever  associa- 
tion produces  a change  in  our  judgments  on  matters 
of  taste,  it  does  so  by  co-operating  with  some  natural 
principle  of  the  mind,  and  implies  the  existence  of 
certain  original  sources  of  pleasure  and  uneasiness. 
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“ A mode  of  dress,  which  at  first  appeared  awk- 
ward, acquires,  in  a few  weeks  or  months,  the  appear- 
ance of  elegance.  By  being  accustomed  to  see  it 
worn  by  those  whom  we  consider  as  models  of  taste, 
it  becomes  associated  with  the  agreeable  impressions 
which  we  receive  from  the  ease  and  grace  and  refine- 
ment of  their  manners.  When  it  pleases  by  itself,  the 
efliect  is  to  be  ascribed,  not  to  the  object  actually  be- 
fore ns,  but  to  the  impressions  with  which  it  has  been 
generally  connected,  and  which  it  naturally  recalls  to 
the  mind. 

“ This  observation  points  out  the  cause  of  the  per- 
petual vicissitudes  in  dress,  and  in  everything  whose 
chief  recommendation  arises  from  fashion.  It  is  evi- 
dent that,  as  far  as  the  agreeable  efiect  of  an  ornament 
arises  from  association,  the  effect  will  continue  only 
while  it  is  confined  to  the  higher  orders.  When  it  is 
adopted  by  the  multitude,  it  not  only  ceases  to  be 
associated  with  ideas  of  taste  and  refinement,  but  it  is 
associated  with  ideas  of  affectation,  absurd  imitation, 
and  vulgarity.  It  is  accordingly  laid  aside  by  the 
higher  orders,  who  studiously  avoid  every  circum- 
stance in  external  appearance  which  is  debased  by  low 
and  common  use ; and  they  are  led  to  exercise  their 
invention  in  the  introduction  of  some  new  peculiari- 
ties, which  first  become  fashionable,  then  common,  and 
last  of  all,  are  abandoned  as  vulgar.”* 

“ Our  moral  judgments,  too,  may  be  modified,  and 
even  perverted,  to  a certain  degree,  in  consequence  of 
the  operation  of  the  same  principle.  In  the  same 
manner  in  which  a person  who  is  regarded  as  a model 
of  taste  may  introduce,  by  his  example,  an  absurd  or 
fantastical  dress ; so  a man  of  splendid  virtues  may 

a EUmenli,  vol.  i.,  part  i.  chap,  y,  CoUnted  Works,  ii.  p.  .122  rj  srq. 
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LECT.  attract  some  esteem  also  to  his  imperfections,  and,  if 

^ placed  in  a conspicuous  situation,  may  render  his  vices 

and  follies  objects  of  general  imitation  among  the 
multitude. 

“ ‘ In  the  reign  of  Charles  II.,’  says  Mr  Smith,"  ‘ a 
degree  of  licentiousness  was  deemed  the  characteristic 
of  a liberal  education.  It  was  connected,  according 
to  the  notions  of  those  times,  with  generosity,  sin- 
cerity, magnanimity,  loyalty;  and  proved  that  the 
person  who  acted  in  this  manner  was  a gentleman, 
and  not  a puritan.  Severity  of  manners  and  regu- 
larity of  conduct,  on  the  other  hand,  were  altogether 
unfashionable,  and  were  connected,  in  the  imagination 
of  that  age,  with  cant,  cunning,  hypocrisy,  and  low 
manners.  To  superficial  minds  the  vices  of  the  great 
seem  at  all  times  agreeable.  They  connect  them  not 
only  with  the  splendour  of  fortune,  but  with  many 
superior  virtues  which  they  ascribe  to  their  superiors ; 
with  the  spirit  of  freedom  and  independency ; with 
frankness,  generosity,  humanity,  and  politeness.  The 
virtues  of  the  inferior  ranks  of  people,  on  the  con- 
trary,— their  parsimonious  frugality,  their  painful  in- 
dustry, and  rigid  adherence  to  rules,  seem  to  them 
mean  and  disagreeable.  They  connect  them  both  with 
the  meanness  of  the  station  to  which  these  qualities 
commonly  belong,  and  with  many  great  vices  which 
they  suppose  usually  accompany  them ; such  as  an  ab- 
ject, cowardly,ill-natured,lying,  pilfering  disposition.'”^ 
Condillac  “ Iq  general,”  says  Condillac,  “ the  impression  we 
experience  in  the  diflFerent  circumstances  of  life,  makes 
us  associate  ideas  with  a force  which  renders  them 
ever  after  for  us  indissoluble.  We  cannot,  for  exam- 

a Theory  qf  Moral  Sentimente,  0 Elemente,  vol.  i.  c.  v.  S 3.  Col- 
part  V.  c.  2.— Ed.  ^ letted  Worke,  toI.  ii.  p.  335. 
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pie,  frequent  the  society  of  our  fellow-men  without 
insensibly  associating  the  notions  of  certain  intellec- 
tual or  moral  qualities  with  certain  corporeal  charac- 
ters. This  is  the  reason  why  persons  of  a decided 
physiognomy  please  or  displease  us  more  than  others; 
for  a physiognomy  is  only  an  assemblage  of  characters, 
with  which  we  have  associated  notions  which  are  not 
suggested  without  an  accompaniment  of  satisfaction  or 
disgust  It  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  marvelled  at  that 
we  judge  men  according  to  their  physiognomy,  and 
that  we  sometimes  feel  towards  them  at  first  sight 
aversion  or  inclination.  In  consequence  of  these 
associations,  we  are  often  vehemently  prepossessed  in 
favour  of  certain  individuals,  and  no  less  violently 
disposed  against  others.  It  is  because  all  that  strikes 
us  in  our  friends  or  in  our  enemies  is  associated  with 
the  agreeable  or  the  disagreeable  feeling  which  we 
severally  experience;  and  because  the  faults  of  the 
former  borrow  always  something  pleasing  fi:t)m  their 
amiable  qualities,  whereas  the  amiable  qualities  of 
the  latter  seem  always  to  participate  of  their  vices. 
Hence  it  is  that  these  associations  exert  a powerful 
influence  on  our  whole  conduct.  They  foster  our  love 
or  hatred ; enhance  our  esteem  or  contempt ; excite 
our  gratitude  or  indignation ; and  produce  those  sym- 
pathies, those  antipathies,  or  those  capricious  inclin- 
ations, for  which  we  are  sometimes  sorely  puzzled  to 
render  a reason.  Descartes  tells  us  that  through  life 
he  had  always  felt  a strong  predilection  for  squint 
eyes ; which  he  explains  by  the  circumstance,  that 
the  nursery-maid  by  whom  he  had  been  kindly  tended, 
and  to  whom  as  a child  he  was,  consequently,  much 
attached,  had  this  defect”®  'S  Gravesande,  I think  it 

a Origine  det  Connoistanees  Humaintt,  sect.  ii.  oh.  ix.  § 80. — Ed. 
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LECT.  is,  who  tells  us  he  knew  a man,  and  a man  otherwise 

of  sense,  who  had  a severe  fall  from  a waggon ; and 

thereafter  he  could  never  enter  a waggon  without  fear 
an<J  trembling,  though  he  daily  used,  without  appre- 
hension, another  and  far  more  dangerous  vehicle.®  A 
girl  once  and  again  sees  her  mother  or  maid  fainting 
and  vociferating  at  the  appearance  of  a mouse ; if  she 
has  afterwards  to  escape  from  danger,  she  will  rather 
pass  through  dames  than  take  a patent  way,  if  ob- 
structed by  a ridiculus  mus.  A remarkable  example 
of  the  false  judgments  arising  from  this  principle  of 
association,  is  recorded  by  Herodotus  and  Justin,  in 
reference  to  the  war  of  the  Scythians  with  their  slaves. 
The  slaves,  after  they  had  repeatedly  repulsed  several 
attacks  with  arms,  were  incontinently  put  to  flight 
when  their  masters  came  out  against  them  with  their 
whips.^ 

■ I shall  now  offer  an  observ^ation  in  regard  to  the 
appropriate  remedy  for  this  evil  influence  of  Associa- 
tion. 

o^  The  only  mean  by  which  we  can  become  aware  of, 

^eiDiimnce  countcract,  and  overcome,  this  besetting  weakness  of 

of  Amocio-  . , ° 

lion  ii  the  our  nature,  is  Philosophy, — the  Philosophy  of  the 

Philowphy  „ 1 1 , • T , 1 1 • 1 

of  the  Human  Mmd  ; and  this  studied  both  m the  conscious- 
Mind.  ness  of  the  individual,  and  in  the  history  of  the  spe- 
cies. The  philosophy  of  mind,  as  studied  in  the  con- 
sciousness of  the  individual,  exhibits  to  us  the  source 
and  nature  of  the  illusion.  It  accustoms  us  to  discri- 
minate the  casual,  from  the  necessary,  combinations 
of  thought ; it  sharpens  and  corroborates  our  facul- 

a Introduce  ad  Philomphiam  La-  low  are  also  from  ’S  Gnvesande. — 
gica,  c.  26.  The  example,  however,  Eo. 

is  given  as  a supposed  case,  not  as  a 0 Herod.,  iv.  3.  Justin,  ii.  6. — 
fact.  The  two  instances  which  fol-  Ed. 
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ties,  encourages  our  reason  to  revolt  against  the  blind 
preformations  of  opinion,  and  finally  enables  us  to 
break  through  the  enchanted  circle  within  which  Cus- 
tom and  Association  had  enclosed  us.  But  in  the 
accomplishment  of  this  end,  we  are  greatly  aided  by 
the  study  of  man  under  the  various  circumstances 
which  have  concurred  in  modifying  his  intellectual 
and  moral  character.  In  the  great  spectacle  of  his- 
tory, we  behold  in  different  ages  and  countries  the 
predominance  of  different  systems  of  association,  and 
these  ages  and  countries  are,  consequently,  distin- 
guished by  the  prevalence  of  different  systems  of 
opinions.  But  all  is  not  fluctuating ; and,  amid  the 
ceaseless  changes  of  accidental  circumstances  and  pre- 
carious beliefs,  we  behold  some  principles  ever  active, 
and  some  truths  always  commanding  a recognition. 
We  thus  obtain  the  means  of  discriminating,  in  so 
far  as  our  unassisted  reason  is  conversant  about  mere 
worldly  concerns,  between  what  is  of  universal  and 
necessary  certainty,  and  what  is  only  of  local  and 
temporary  acceptation ; and,  in  reference  to  the  latter, 
in  witnessing  the  influence  of  an  arbitrary  association 
in  imposing  the  most  irrational  opinions  on  our  fel- 
low-men, our  eyes  are  opened,  aSid  we  are  warned  of 
the  danger  from  the  same  illusion  to  ourselves.  And 
as  the  philosophy  of  man  affords  us  at  once  the  indi- 
cation and  the  remedy  of  this  illusion,  so  the  philo- 
sophy of  man  does  this  exclusively  and  alone.  Our 
irrational  associations,  our  habits  of  groundless  credu- 
lity and  of  arbitrary  scepticism,  find  no  medicine  in 
the  study  of  aught  beyond  the  domain  of  mind  itself. 
As  Goethe  has  well  observed,  “ Mathematics  remove 
no  prejudice;  they  cannot  mitigate  obstinacy,  or 
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LECT.  temper  party-spirit ; ” “ in  a word,  as  to  any  moral 
influence  upon  the  mind  they  are  absolutely  null. 
Hence  we  may  well  explain  the  aversion  of  Socrates 
for  these  studies,  if  carried  beyond  a very  limited 
extent. 

The  itopre-  The  ncxt  faculty  in  order  is  the  Representative,  or 

FicuUy,  Imagination  proper,  which  consists  in  the  greater  or  less 
power  of  holding  up  an  ideal  object  in  the  light  of 
consciousness.  The  energy  of  Representation,  though 
dependent  on  Retention  and  Reproduction,  is  not  to 
be  identified  with  these  operations.  For  though  these 
three  functions  (I  mean.  Retention,  Reproduction,  and 
Representation),  immediately  suppose,  and  are  imme- 
diately dependent  on,  each  other,  they  are  still  mani- 
festly discriminated  as  difierent  qualities  of  mind,  in- 
asmuch as  they  stand  to  each  other  in  no  determinate 
proportion.  We  find,  for  example,  in  some  indivi- 
duals the  capacity  of  Retention  strong,  but  the  Re- 
productive and  Representative  faculties  sluggish  and 
weak.  In  others,  again,  the  Conservative  tenacity  is 
feeble,  but  the  Reproductive  and  Representative  ener- 
gies prompt  and  vivid ; while  in  others  the  power  of 
Reproduction  may  be  vigorous,  but  what  is  recalled  is 
never  pictured  in  a clear  and  distinct  consciousness. 
It  will  be  generally,  indeed,  admitted,  that  a strong  re- 
tentive memory  does  not  infer  a prompt  recollection  ; 
and  still  more,  that  a strong  memory  and  a prompt 
recollection  do  not  infer  a vivid  imagination.  These, 
therefore,  though  variously  confounded  by  philoso- 
phers, we  are  warranted,  I think,  in  viewing  as  elemen- 
tary qualities  of  mind,  which  ought  to  be  theoretically 
distinguished.  Limiting,  therefore,  the  term  Imagina- 
tion to  the  mere  Faculty  of  Representing  in  a more  or 

a Werke,  xxii.  p.  258.  Quoted  by  Scbeidler,  Psychologic,  p.  146. 
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leas  vivacious  manner  an  ideal  object, — this  Faculty  lect. 
is  the  source  of  errors  which  I shall  comprise  in  the  — - 
following  paragraph. 

H CII.  Imagination,  or  the  Faculty  of  Repre-  p»t.  cii. 

. , ^ 1 . . « -I  < IiMgiiia- 

sentmg  with  more  or  less  vivacity  a recalled  tion,— • 
object  of  cognition,  is  the  source  of  Error,  both  Error, 
when  it  is  too  languid  and  when  it  is  too  vigor- 
ous, In  the  former  case,  the  object  is  represent- 
ed obscurely  and  indistinctly  ; in  the  latter,  the 
ideal  representation  aflFords  the  illusive  appear- 
ance of  a sensible  presentation. 

A strong  imagination,  that  is,  the  power  of  holding 
up  any  ideal  object  to  the  mind  in  clear  and  steady  iT^ity 
colours,  is  a faculty  necessary  to  the  poet  and  to  the  tiou  in 
artist ; but  not  to  them  alone.  It  is  almost  equally  pu^i^ 
requisite  for  the  successful  cultivation  of  every  sci- 
entific pursuit ; and  though  difierently  applied,  and 
difierent  in  the  character  of  its  representations,  it 
may  well  be  doubted  whether  Aristotle  did  not  pos- 
sess as  powerful  an  imagination  as  Homer.  The 
vigour  and  perfection  of  this  faculty  are  seen,  not  so 
much  in  the  representation  of  individual  objects  and 
fragmentary  sciences,  as  in  the  representation  of  sys- 
tems. In  the  better  ages  of  antiquity  the  perfection,  DintM 
— the  beauty,  of  all  works  of  taste,  whether  in  Poetry,  tics  of  Art 
Eloquence,  Sculpture,  Painting,  or  Music,  was  princi- 
pally  estimated  from  the  symmetry  or  proportion  of 
all  the  parts  to  each  other,  and  to  the  whole  which 
they  together  constituted  ; and  it  was  only  in  subser- 
vience to  this  general  harmony  that  the  beauty  of  the 
several  parts  was  appreciated.  In  the  criticism  of 
modern  times,  on  the  contrary,  the  reverse  is  true ; 
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and  we  are  disposed  to  look  more  to  the  obtrusive  qua- 
lities of  details  than  to  the  keeping  and  unison  of  a 
whole.  Our  works  of  art  are,  in  general,  like  kinds 
of  assorted  patch-work ; — not  systems  of  parts  all 
subdued  in  conformity  to  one  ideal  totality,  but  co- 
ordinations of  independent  fragments,  among  which 
a “jmrpureus  panntis”  seldom  comes  amiss.  The  rea- 
son of  this  difference  in  taste  seems  to  be,  what  at  first 
sight  may  seem  the  reverse,  that  in  antiquity  not  the 
Reason  but  the  Imagination  was  the  more  vigorous ; — 
that  the  Imagination  was  able  to  represent  simultane- 
ously a more  comprehensive  system  ; and  thus  the 
several  parts  being  regarded  and  valued  only  as  con- 
ducive to  the  general  result, — these  parts  never  ob- 
tained that  Individual  importance,  which  would  have 
fallen  to  them  had  they  been  created,  and  consid- 
ered, only  for  themselves.  Now  this  power  of  repre- 
senting to  the  mind  a complex  system  in  all  its  bear- 
ings, is  not  less  requisite  to  the  philosopher  than  to 
the  poet,  though  the  representation  be  different  in 
kind ; and  the  nature  of  the  philosophic  representa- 
tions, as  not  concrete  and  palpable  like  the  poetical, 
supposes  a more  arduous  operation,  and,  therefore, 
even  a more  vigorous  faculty.  But  Imagination,  in 
the  one  case  and  in  the  other,  requires  in  proportion 
to  its  own  power  a powerful  intellect ; for  imagina- 
tion is  not  poetry  nor  philosophy,  but  only  the  condi- 
tion of  the  one  and  of  the  other. 

But  to  speak  now  of  the  Errors  which  arise  from 
the  disproportion  between  the  Imagination  and  the 
J udgment ; — they  originate  either  in  the  weakness,  or 
in  the  inordinate  strength,  of  the  former. 

In  regard  to  the  errors  which  arise  from  the  imbe- 
cility of  the  Representative  Fivculty,  it  is  not  difficult 
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to  conceive  how  this  imbecility  may  become  a cause  Li^r. 

of  erroneous  judgment.  The  Elaborative  Faculty,  in  ^ 

order  to  judge,  requires  an  object, — requires  certain 
differences  to  be  given.  Now,  if  the  imagination  be 
weak  and  languid,  the  objects  represented  by  it  will 
be  given  in  such  confusion  and  obscurity,  that  their 
differences  are  either  null  or  evanescent,  and  judgment 
thus  rendered  either  impossible,  or  possible  only  with 
the  probability  of  error.  In  these  circumstances,  to 
secure  itself  from  failure,  the  intellect  must  not 
attempt  to  rise  above  the  actual  presentations  of 
sense ; it  must  not  attempt  any  ideal  analysis  or 
synthesis, — it  must  abandon  all  free  and  self-active 
elaboration,  and  jQl  hope  of  a successful  cultivation 
of  knowledge. 

Again,  in  regard  to  the  opposite  errors,  those  arising  Erom  iu 
from  the  disproportioned  vivacity  of  imagination, — tioMto 
these  are  equally  apparent.  In  this  case  the  renewed 
or  newly-modified  representations  make  an  equal  im- 
pression on  the  mind  as  the  original  presentations, 
and  are,  consequently,  liable  to  be  mistaken  for  these. 

Even  during  the  perception  of  real  objects,  a too  lively 
imagination  mingles  itself  with  the  observation,  which 
it  thus  corrupts  and  falsifies.  Thus  arises  what  is 
logically  called  the  vitium  subreptionis.''  This  is  fre- 
quently seen  in  those  pretended  observations  made  by 
theorists  in  support  of  their  hypotheses,  in  which,  if 
even  the  possibility  be  left  for  imagination  to  inter- 
fere, imagination  is  sure  to  fill  up  all  that  the  senses 
may  leave  vacant.  In  this  case  the  observers  are  at 
once  dupes  and  deceivers,  in  the  words  of  Tacitus 
“ Fingunt  simul  creduntque  " ^ 

a King,  Logik,  § 142.  Anm. — S lib.  ii.  c.  8.  See  Lecture* 

Ed.  on  Melai>hi/tics,  vol.  L p.  76. — Ed. 
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In  regard  to  the  remedies  for  these  defects  of  the 
Representative  Faculty ; — in  the  former  case,  the  only 
alleviation  that  can  he  proposed  for  a feeble  Imagina- 
tion, is  to  animate  it  by  the  contemplation  and  study 
of  those  works  of  art  which  are  the  products  of  a strong 
Phantasy,  and  which  tend  to  awaken  in  the  student  a 
corresponding  energy  of  that  faculty.  On  the  other 
hand,  a too  powerful  imagination  is  to  be  quelled  and 
regulated  by  abstraet  thinking,  and  the  study  of  phi- 
losophical, perhaps  of  mathematical,  science.® 

The  faculty  which  next  follows,  is  the  Elaborative 
Faculty,  Comparison,  or  the  Faculty  of  Relations. 
This  is  the  Understanding,  in  its  three  functions  of 
Conception,  Judgment,  and  Reasoning.  On  this  fa- 
culty take  the  following  paragraph. 

H cm.  The  Affections  and  the  Lower  Cog- 
nitive Faculties  afford  the  sources  and  occasions 
of  Error ; but  it  is  the  Elaborative  Faculty,  Un- 
derstanding, Comparison,  or  Judgment,  which 
truly  errs.  This  faculty  does  not,  however,  err 
from  strength  or  over-activity,  but  from  inac- 
tion ; and  this  inaction  arises  either  from  natural 
weakness,  from  want  of  exercise,  or  from  the  im- 
potence of  attention.  P 

I formerly  observed  that  error  does  not  lie  in  the 
conditions  of  our  higher  faculties  themselves,  and  that 
these  faeulties  are  not,  by  their  own  laws,  determined 
to  false  judgments  or  conclusions  : — 

" Nam  neque  decipitur  ratio,  nec  decipit  anquam.”  V 

a Cf.  Krug,  Logik,  § 166.  Anm.  Fries,  Logik,  § 108.  Bachmann, 
Eo.  Logik,  § 411.] 

0 Krug,  Logik,  § 148 — Ed.  [Cf.  y See  above,  vol.  ii.  p.  77. — Ed. 
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If  this  were  otherwise,  all  knowledge  would  be  impos-  lect. 
sible, — the  root  of  our  nature  would  be  a lie.  " But 
in  the  appbcation  of  the  laws  of  our  higher  faculties 
to  determinate  cases,  many  errors  are  possible;  and 
these  errors  may  actually  be  occasioned  by  a variety 
of  circumstances.  Thus  it  is  a law  of  our  intelligence, 
that  no  event,  no  phsenomenon,  can  be  thought  as 
absolutely  beginning  to  be ; we  cannot  but  think  that 
all  its  constituent  elements  had  a virtual  existence 
prior  to  their  concurrence,  to  necessitate  its  manifes- 
tation to  us ; we  are  thus  unable  to  accord  to  it  more 
than  a relative  commencement,  in  other  words,  we 
are  constrained  to  look  upon  it  as  the  effect  of  ante- 
cedent causes.  Now  though  the  law  itself  of  our  in- 
telligence,— that  a cause  there  is  for  every  event, — be 
altogether  exempt  from  error,  yet  in  the  application 
of  this  law  to  individual  cases,  that  is,  in  the  attribu- 
tion of  determinate  causes  to  determinate  effects,  we 
are  easily  liable  to  go  wrong.  For  we  do  not  know, 
except  from  experience  and  induction,  what  particular 
antecedents  are  the  causes  of  particular  consequents ; 
and  if  our  knowledge  of  this  relation  be  imperfectly 
generalised,  or  if  we  extend  it  by  a false  analogy  to 
cases  not  included  within  our  observation,  error  is 
the  inevitable  consequence.  But  in  all  this  there  is 
no  fault,  no  failure,  of  intelligence,  there  is  only  a de- 
ficiency,— a deficiency  in  the  activity  of  intelligence, 
while  the  Will  determines  us  to  a decision  before  the 
Understanding  has  become  fully  conscious  of  certainty. 

The  defective  action  of  the  Understanding  may  arise  DefectiTo 
from  three  causes.  In  the  first  place,  the  faculty  of  the  Under- 
Judgment  may  by  nature  be  too  feeble.  This  is  the  inmy  ariie 
case  in  idiots  and  weak  persons.  In  the  second  place,  ci^. 
though  not  by  nature  incompetent  to  judge,  the  in- 
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tellect  may  be  without  the  necessary  experience, — 
may  not  possess  the  grounds  on  which  a correct  judg- 
ment must  be  founded.  In  the  third  place,  and  this 
is  the  most  frequent  cause  of  error,  the  failure  of  the 
understanding  is  from  the  incompetency  of  that  act  of 
will  which  is  called  Attention.  Attention  is  the  vol- 
untary direction  of  the  mind  upon  an  object,  with  the 
intention  of  fully  apprehending  it.  The  cognitive 
energy  is  thus,  as  it  were,  concentrated  upon  a single 
point.  We,  therefore,  say  that  the  mind  collects  itself, 
when  it  begins  to  be  attentive  ; on  the  contrary,  that 
it  is  distracted,  when  its  attention  is  not  turned  upon 
an  object  as  it  ought  to  be.  This  fixing,  this  con- 
centration, of  the  mind  upon  an  object  can  only  be 
carried  to  a certain  degree,  and  continued  for  a certain 
time.  This  degree  and  this  continuance  are  both  de- 
pendent upon  bodily  circumstances ; and  they  are 
also  frequently  interrupted  or  suspended  by  the  intru- 
sion of  certain  collateral  objects,  which  are  forced  upon 
the  mind,  either  firom  without,  by  a strong  and  sudden 
impression  upon  the  senses,  or  from  within,  through 
the  influence  of  Association ; and  these,  when  once 
obtruded,  gradually  or  at  once  divert  the  attention 
from  the  original  and  principal  object.  If  we  are  not 
sufficiently  attentive,  or  if  the  efibrt  which  accompanies 
the  concentration  of  the  mind  upon  a single  object 
be  irksome,  there  arise  hurry  and  thoughtlessness  in 
judging,  inasmuch  as  we  judge  either  before  we  have 
fully  sought  out  the  grounds  on  which  our  decision 
ought  to  proceed,  or  have  competently  examined  their 
A’alidity  and  efiect.  It  is  hence  manifest  that  a multi- 
tude of  errors  is  the  inevitable  consequence.”  “ 

a Krug,  LogOe,  | 148.  Anm.  In  aome  places  slightly  changed. — Eo. 
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In  regard  to  the  Regulative  Faculty,  — Common  lect. 

Sense, — Intelligence, — voOs, — this  is  not  in  itself  a ^ 

source  of  error.  Errors  may,  however,  arise  either  from 
overlooking  the  laws  or  necessary  principles  which  it 
does  contain ; or  by  attributing  to  it,  as  necessary 
and  original  data,  what  are  only  contingent  general- 
isations from  experience,  and,  consequently,  make  no 
part  of  its  complement  of  native  truths.  But  these 
errors,  it  is  evident,  are  not  to  be  attributed  to  the  Reg- 
ulating Faculty  itself,  which  is  only  a place  or  source 
of  principles,  but  to  the  imperfect  operations  of  the 
Understanding  and  Self-consciousness,  in  not  pro- 
perly observing  and  sifting  the  phenomena  which  it 
reveals. 

Besides  these  sources  of  Error,  which  immediately  Remo<« 
originate  in  the  several  powers  and  faculties  of  mind,  Error  in  th« 
there  are  others  of  a remoter  origin  arising  from  the  faLbuTde- 
diflFerent  habits  which  are  determined  by  the  differ- 
ences  of  sex,"  of  age,^  of  bodily  constitution,'’^  ofrtUuJoS^”' 
education,  of  rank,  of  fortune,  of  profession,  of  in- 
tellectual  pursuit.  Of  these,  however,  it  is  impossible 
at  present  to  attempt  an  analysis ; and  I shall  only 
endeavour  to  afford  you  a few  specimens,  and  to  refer 
you  for  information  in  regard  to  the  others  to  the  best 
sources. 

Intellectual  pursuits  or  favourite  studies,  inasmuch  Selected 
as  these  determine  the  mind  to  a one-sided  cultiva- " tESl" 
tion,  that  is,  to  the  neglect  of  some,  and  to  the  dis- 
proportioned  development  of  other,  of  its  faculties,  are 
among  the  most  remarkable  causes  of  error.  This 

a [See  Stewart,  Blanentt,  Tot  iii.  Crouaaz,  Logigue,  t L part  i.  leot.  i. 
part  iii.  aect.  t.  chap^  L Works,  Tol.  ch.  v.  $ 15,  p.  104.] 
iv.  p.  238  et  stq.]  y [See  Croneaz,  Logigut,  t.  i.  p.  i. 

a [Aristotle,  Rket.,  L.  B.  c.  12.  sect.  i.  ch.  v.  p.  91  etsr?.] 
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partial  or  one-sided  cultivation  is  exemplified  in  three 
different  phases.  The  first  of  these  is  shown  in  the 
exclusive  cultivation  of  the  powers  of  Observation,  to 
the  neglect  of  the  higher  faculties  of  the  Understand- 
ing. Of  this  type  are  your  men  of  physical  science. 
In  this  department  of  knowledge  there  is  chiefly  de- 
manded a patient  habit  of  attention  to  details,  in 
order  to  detect  phenomena,  and,  these  discovered, 
their  generalisation  is  usually  so  easy  that  there  is 
little  exercise  afforded  to  the  higher  energies  of  Judg- 
ment and  Seasoning.  It  was  Bacon’s  boast  that  In- 
duction, as  applied  to  nature,  would  equalise  all  tal- 
ents, level  the  aristocracy  of  genius,  accomplish  mar- 
vels by  co-operation  and  method,  and  leave  little  to 
be  done  by  the  force  of  individual  intellects.  This 
boast  has  been  fulfilled ; Science  has,  by  the  Induc- 
tive Process,  been  brought  down  to  minds,  who  pre- 
viously would  have  been  incompetent  for  its  cultiva- 
tion, and  physical  knowledge  now  usefully  occupies 
many  who  would  otherwise  have  been  without  any 
rational  pursuit.  But  the  exclusive  devotion  to  such 
studies,  if  not  combined  with  higher  and  graver  spec- 
ulations, tends  to  wean  the  student  from  the  more 
vigorous  efforts  of  mind,  which,  though  unamusing 
and  even  irksome  at  the  commencement,  tend,  how- 
ever, to  invigorate  his  nobler  powers,  and  to  prepare 
him  for  the  final  fruition  of  the  highest  happiness  of 
his  intellectual  nature. 

A partial  cultivation  of  the  intellect,  opposite  to 
this,  is  given  in  the  exclusive  cultivation  of  Meta- 
physics and  of  Mathematics.  On  this  subject  I may 
refer  you  to  some  observations  of  Mr  Stewart,  in  two 
chapters  entitled  The  Metaphysician  and  The  Mathe- 
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mcUictan,  in  the  third  volume  of  his  Elements  of  the 
Philosophy  of  the  Human  Mind, — chapters  distin- 
guished equally  by  their  candour  and  their  depth  of 
observation.  On  this  subject  Mr  Stewart’s  authority 
is  of  the  highest,  inasmuch  as  he  was  distinguished  in 
both  the  departments  of  knowledge  the  tendency  of 
which  he  so  well  develops. 
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LECTURE  XXXI. 

MODIFIED  STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION  II. — ERROR, — ITS  CAUSES  AND  REMEDIES. 

C.  LANGUAGE — D.  OBJECTS  OF  KNOWLEDGE. 

In  my  last  Lecture  I concluded  the  survey  of  the 
Errors  which  have  their  origin  in  the  conditions  and 
circumstances  of  the  several  Cognitive  Faculties,  and 
I now  proceed  to  that  source  of  false  judgment,  which 
lies  in  the  imperfection  of  the  Instrument  of  Thought 
and  Communication, — I mean  language. 

Much  controversy  has  arisen  in  regard  to  the  ques- 
tion,— Has  man  invented  Language  1 But  the  differ- 
ences of  opinion  have  in  a great  measure  arisen  from 
the  ambiguity  or  complexity  of  the  terms,  in  which 
the  problem  has  been  stated.  By  language  we  may 
mean  either  the  power  which  man  possesses  of  asso- 
ciating his  thought  with  signs,  or  the  particular  sys- 
tems of  signs  with  which  different  portions  of  man- 
kind have  actually  so  associated  their  thoughts. 

Taking  language  in  the  former  sense,  it  is  a naturM 
faculty,  an  original  tendency  of  mind,  and,  in  this 
view,  man  has  no  more  invented  language  than  ho 
has  invented  thought.  In  fact,  the  power  of  thought 
and  the  power  of  language  are  equally  entitled  to  be 
considered  as  elementary  qualities  of  intelligence ; for 


Digitized  by  GoogI 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC. 


141 


wliile  they  are  so  differeut  that  they  cannot  be  identi- 
fied, they  are  still  so  reciprocally  necessary  that  the 
one  cannot  exist  without  the  other.  It  is  true,  in- 
deed, that  presentations  and  representations  of  given 
individual  objects  might  have  taken  place,  although 
there  were  no  signs  with  which  they  were  mentally 
connected,  and  by  which  they  could  be  overtly  ex- 
pressed ; but  all  complex  and  factitious  constructions 
out  of  these  given  individual  objects,  in  other  words, 
all  notions,  concepts,  general  ideas,  or  thoughts  proper, 
would  have  been  impossible  without  an  association  to 
certain  signs,  by  which  their  scattered  elements  might 
be  combined  in  unity,  and  their  vague  and  evanescent 
existence  obtain  a kind  of  definite  and  fixed  and 


LETT. 
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palpable  reality.  Speech  and  cogitation  are  thus  the 
relative  conditions  of  each  other’s  activity,  and  both 
concur  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  same  joint  result. 

The  Faculty  of  Thinking, — the  Faculty  of  forming 
General  Notions, — being  given,  this  necessarily  tends  to 
energy,  but  the  energy  of  thinking  depends  upon  the 
coactivity  of  the  Faculty  of  Speech,  which  itself  tends 
equally  to  energy.  These  faculties, — these  tendencies, 

— these  energies,  thus  coexist  and  have  always  co- 
existed; and  the  result  of  their  combined  action  is 
thought  in  language,  and  language  in  thought  So 
much  for  the  origin  of  Language,  considered  in  general 
as  a faculty. 

But,  though  the  Faculty  of  Speech  be  natural  and  wu  ih» 
necessary,  that  its  manifestations  are  to  a certain  guage, 
extent  contingent  and  artificial,  is  evident  from  the  •pokan, 
simple  fact,  that  there  are  more  than  a single  language  tion  or  mu 
actually  spoken.  It  may,  therefore,  be  asked, — Was  the  ipimiim  of 
first  language  actually  spoken,  the  invention  of  man, 
or  an  inspiration  of  the  Deity  1 The  latter  hypothesis 
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cuts,  but  does  not  loose,  the  knot.  It  declares  that 
ordinary  causes  and  the  laws  of  nature  are  insufficient 
to  explain  the  phaenomenon,  but  it  does  not  prove 
this  insufficiency ; it  thus  violates  the  rule  of  Parci- 
mony,  by  postulating  a second  and  hypothetical  cause 
to  explain  an  effect,  which  it  is  not  shown  cannot  be 
accounted  for  without  this  violent  assumption.  The 
first  and  greatest  difficulty  in  the  question  is  thus  : — 
It  is  necessary  to  think  in  order  to  invent  a language, 
and  the  invention  of  a language  is  necessary  in  order 
to  think  ; for  we  cannot  think  without  notions,  and 
notions  are  only  fixed  by  words.”  This  can  only  be 
solved,  as  I have  said,  by  the  natural  attraction  be- 
tween thought  and  speech, — by  their  secret  affinity, 
which  is  such  that  they  suggest  and,  pari  passu, 
accompany  each  other.  And  in  regard  to  the  ques- 
tion,— Why,  if  speech  be  a natural  faculty,  it  does  not 
manifest  itself  like  other  natural  principles  in  a uni- 
form manner, — it  may  be  answered  that  the  Faculty 
of  Speech  is  controlled  and  modified  in  its  exercise 
by  external  circumstances,  in  consequence  of  which, 
though  its  exertion  be  natural  and  necessary,  and, 
therefore,  identical  in  all  men,  the  special  forms  of 
its  exertion  are  in  a great  degree  conventional  and 
contingent,  and,  therefore,  different  among  different 
portions  of  mankind. 

Considered  on  one  side,  languages  are  the  results  of 
our  intelligence  and  its  immutable  laws.  In  conse- 
quence of  this,  they  exhibit  in  their  progress  and  de- 
velopment resemblances  and  common  characters  which 
allow  us  to  compare  and  to  recall  them  to  certain 

a See  Ronaseen,  IKkouts  $ur  TOri-  prendre  il  penaer,  ila  ont  en  bien 
gin»  de  TlnigaliU  parmi  letHomma,  ploa  beaoin  encore  de  aavoir  penaer 
Premiere  Partie.  “Si  lea  honunea  pour  trouver  Part  de  la  parole,” — 
ont  en  beaoin  de  la  parole  pour  ap-  Ed. 
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primitive  and  essential  forms, — to  evolve  a system  of  lect. 

”*•  XXXI 

Universal  Grammar.  Considered  on  another  side,  each  1- 

language  is  the  offspring  of  particular  wants,  of  spe- 
cial circumstances,  physical  and  moral,  and  of  chance. 

Hence  it  is  that  every  language  has  particular  forms 
as  it  has  peculiar  words.  Language  thus  bears  the 
impress  of  human  intelligence  only  in  its  general 
outlines.  There  is,  therefore,  to  be  found  reason  and 
philosophy  in  all  languages,  but  we  should  be  wrong 
in  believing  that  reason  and  philosophy  have,  in  any 
language,  determined  everything.  No  tongue,  how  per-  No  im- 
fect  soever  it  may  appear,  is  a complete  and  perfect  * 
instrument  of  human  thought.  From  its  very  condi- 
tions  every  language  must  be  imperfect.  The  human 
memory  can  only  compass  a limited  complement  of 
words,  but  the  data  of  sense,  and  still  more  the  com- 
binations of  the  understanding,  are  wholly  unlimited 
in  number.  No  language  can,  therefore,  be  adequate 
to  the  ends  for  which  it  exists ; all  are  imperfect,  but 
some  are  far  less  incompetent  instruments  than  others. 

From  what  has  now  been  said,  you  will  be  pre- 
pared to  find  in  Language  one  of  the  principal  sources 
of  Error  ; but  before  I go  on  to  consider  the  particular 
modes  in  which  the  Imperfections  of  Language  are  the 
causes  of  false  judgments, — I shall  comprise  the  gen- 
eral doctrine  in  the  following  paragraph  : — 

H CIV.  As  the  human  mind  necessarily  re-  Pw.  civ. 
quires  the  aid  of  signs  to  elaborate,  to  fix,  and  !^*]|***’ 
to  communicate  its  notions,  and  as  Articulate  Error. 
Sounds  are  the  species  of  signs  which  most 
effectually  afford  this  aid.  Speech  is,  therefore,  an 
indispensable  instrument  in  the  higher  functions 
of  thought  and  knowledge.  But  as  speech  is  a 
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LECT.  necessary,  but  not  a perfect,  instrument,  its  im- 

perfection  must  react  upon  the  mind.  For  the 
Multitude  of  Languages,  the  Difficulty  of  their 
Acquisition,  their  necessary  Inadequacy,  and  the 
consequent  Ambiguity  of  Words,  both  singly  and 
in  combination, — these  are  all  copious  sources  of 
Illusion  and  Error.* 


^lic*-  We  have  already  sufficiently  considered  the  reason 
Sign!  n««.  why  thought  is  dependent  upon  some  system  of  signs 
iTSmi  * or  symbols,  both  for  its  internal  perfection  and  ex- 
oFrhwi^'ht.  temal  expression.^  The  analyses  and  syntheses, — the 
decompositions  and  compositions, — in  a word,  the  ela- 
borations, performed  by  the  Understanding  upon  the 
objects  presented  by  External  Perception  and  Self- 
Consciousness,  and  represented  by  Imagination, — 
these  operations  are  faint  and  fugitive,  and  would  have 
no  existence,  even  for  the  conscious  mind,  beyond  the 
moment  of  present  consciousness,  were  we  not  able  to 
connect,  to  ratify,  and  to  fix  them,  by  giving  to  their 
parts,  (which  would  otherwise  immediately  fall  asun- 
der), a permanent  unity,  by  associating  them  with  a 
sensible  symbol,  which  we  may  always  recall  at  plea- 
sure, and  which,  when  recalled,  recalls  along  with  it 
the  characters  which  concur  in  constituting  a notion 
or  factitious  object  of  intelligence.  So  far  signs  are 
necessary  for  the  internal  operation  of  thought  itself. 
And  for  But  for  the  communication  of  thought  from  one  mind 
moniention  to  auother,  signs  are  equally  indispensable.  For  in 

of  Thought.  > -1  .r  r 


a King,  Logit,  § 14S. — Ed.  [Cf. 
Ernesti,  Initia  Dodrina  Solidioris; 
Part  Altera ; Dialeciica,  o.  2,  § 24. 
Wyttenbneh,  Pracepta  Phil.  Log.  P. 
iii.  0.  iii.  p.  98.  Tittel,  Logit,  p. 
292.  Kirwnn,  Logiet,  I 214.  Frieo, 
Syitem  der  Logit,  g 109.  Cnro,  Lo- 


gigue,  Part.  L ch.  L art.  9,  p.  121. 
Croutaz,  Touaaaint.]  [Crooaaz,  Lo~ 
gigue,  t.  iii.  part.  i.  sect.  iii.  c.  2,  p. 
68  e<  teg.  Toasaaint,  De  la  Pentte, 
Cha.  viii.  z. — Ed.] 

S See  above,  vol.  L p.  137. — 
Eo. 


Digitized  by  Google 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC.  14.5 

itself  thought  is  known, — thought  is  knowablc,  only  lect. 
to  the  thinking  mind  itself ; and  were  we  not  enabled 
to  connect  certain  complements  of  thought  to  certain 
sensible  symbols,  and  by  their  means  to  suggest  in 
other  minds  those  complements  of  thought  of  which  we 
were  conscious  in  ourselves,  we  should  never  be  able 
to  communicate  to  others  what  engaged  our  interest, 
and  man  would  remain  for  man,  if  an  intelligence  at 
all,  a mere  isolated  intelligence. 

In  regard  to  the  question, — What  may  these  sen-  intonations 
sible  symbols  be,  by  which  we  are  to  compass  such  the  only 
memorable  effects, — it  is  needless  to  show  that  mien  ■ewblc 
and  gesture,  which,  to  a certain  extent,  afford  a kind  of  thought 
of  natural  expression,  are  altogether  inadequate  to  the  municftiion. 
double  purpose  of  thought  and  communication,  which 
it  is  here  required  to  accomplish.  This  double  pur- 
pose can  be  effected  only  by  symbols,  which  express, 
through  intonations  of  the  voice,  what  is  passing  in 
the  mind.  These  vocal  intonations  are  either  inarti-  Thew  in- 
culate  or  articulate.  The  former  are  mere  sounds  or  nnd  nni- 
cries,  and,  as  such,  an  expression  of  the  feelings  of™ 
which  the  lower  animals  also  are  capable  The  latter  The  iittcr 
constitute  words,  and  these,  as  the  expression  ofi^’^l^ 
thoughts  or  notions,  constitute  Language  Proper  or*^*^’ 
Speech.®  Speech,  as  we  have  said,  as  the  instru-  now 
ment  of  elaborating,  fixing,  and  communicating  our 
thoughts,  is  a principal  mean  of  knowledge,  and  even 
the  indispensable  condition  on  which  depends  the  ex- 
ercise of  our  higher  cognitive  faculties.  But,  at  the 
same  time,  in  consequence  of  this  very  dependence  of 
thought  upon  language,  inasmuch  as  language  is  itself 
not  perfect,  the  understanding  is  not  only  restrained 
in  its  operations,  and  its  higher  development,  conse- 

a Cf.  Krug,  Logiifi  145.  Anm. — Ed. 
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I, EOT.  quently,  checked,  but  many  oecasions  are  given  of 
positive  error.  For  to  say  nothing  of  the  impedi- 
ment presented  to  the  free  communication  of  thought 
by  the  multitude  of  tongues  into  which  human  lan- 
guage is  divided,  in  consequence  of  which  all  speech 
beyond  their  mother-tongue  is  incomprehensible  to 
those  who  do  not  make  a study  of  other  languages, — 
even  the  accurate  learning  of  a single  language  is  at- 
tended with  such  difficulties,  that  perhaps  there  never 
yet  has  been  found  an  individual  who  was  thoroughly 
acquainted  with  all  the  words  and  modes  of  verbal 
combination  in  any  single  language, — his  mother- 
Tho  »mbi.  tongue  even  not  excepted.  But  the  circumstance  of 
principal  importance  is,  that,  how  copious  and  expres- 
Lu^of  sive  soever  it  may  be,  no  language  is  competent  ade- 
quately  to  denote  aU  possible  notions,  and  all  possible 
^*“'**®'  relations  of  notions,  and  from  this  necessary  poverty 
of  language  in  all  its  different  degrees,  a certain  in- 
evitable ambiguity  arises,  both  in  the  employment 
of  single  words  and  of  words  in  mutual  connection. 

Two  cir-  As  this  is  the  principal  source  of  the  error  origiuat- 

unJer  thif  ing  in  Language,  it  will  be  proper  to  be  a little  more 
mutually  expUcit.  Aud  here  it  is  expedient  to  take  into  ac- 

lilTcci  cAch 

Other.  count  two  circumstanccs,  which  mutually  affect  each 
other.  The  first  is,  that  as  the  vocabulary  of  every 
language  is  necessarily  finite,  it  is  necessarily  dispro- 
portioned  to  the  multiplicity,  not  to  say  infinity,  of 
thought;  and  the  second,  that  the  complement  of 
words  in  any  given  language  has  been  always  filled 
up  with  terms  significant  of  objects  and  relations  of 
the  external  world,  before  the  want  was  experienced 
of  words  to  express  the  objects  and  relations  of  the 
internal 

From  the  first  of  these  circumstances,  considered 
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exclusively  and  by  itself^  it  is  manifest  that  one  of  lect. 

two  alternatives  must  take  place.  Either  the  words  1 

of  a language  must  each  designate  only  a single  no- 
tion, — a single  fasciculus  of  thought, — the  multitude 
of  notions  not  designated  being  allowed  to  perish, 
never  obtaining  more  than  a momentary  existence  in 
the  mind  of  the  individual ; or  the  words  of  a language 
must  each  be  employed  to  denote  a plurality  of  con- 
cepts. In  the  former  case,  a small  amount  of  thought 
would  be  expressed,  but  that  precisely  and  without 
ambiguity  ; in  the  lattei:,  a large  amount  of  thought 
would  be  expressed,  but  that  vaguely  and  equivocally. 

Of  these  alternatives,  (each  of  which  has  thus  its  ad- 
vantages and  disadvantages,)  the  latter  is  the  one 
which  has  universally  been  preferred;  and,  accord- 
ingly, all  languages  by  the  same  word  express  a mul- 
titude of  thoughts,  more  or  less  differing  from  each 
other.  Now  what  is  the  consequence  of  this  1 It  is 
plain  that  if  a word  has  more  than  a single  mean- 
ing attached  to  it,  when  it  is  employed  it  cannot  of 
itself  directly  and  peremptorily  suggest  any  definite 
thought ; — all  that  it  can  do  is  vaguely  and  hypothe- 
tically to  suggest  a variety  of  different  notions ; and 
we  are  obliged  from  a consideration  of  the  context, — 
of  the  tenor, — of  the  general  analogy,  of  the  discourse, 
to  surmise,  with  greater  or  less  assurance,  with  greater 
or  less  precision,  what  particular  bundle  of  characters 
it  was  intended  to  convey.  Words,  in  fact,  as  Ian-  w<mi» 
guages  are  constituted,  do  nothing  more  than  sug-  liinU  to 
gest, — are  nothing  more  than  hints ; hints,  likewise, 
which  leave  the  principal  part  of  the  process  of  inter- 
pretation to  be  performed  by  the  mind  of  the  hearer. 

In  this  respect,  the  effect  of  words  resembles  the  effect 
of  an  outline  or  shade  of  a countenance  with  which 
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we  are  familiar.  In  both  cases,  the  mind  is  stimu- 
lated to  fill  up  what  is  only  hinted  or  pointed  at. 
Thus  it  is  that  the  function  of  language  is  not  so  much 
to  infuse  knowledge  from  one  intelligence  to  another, 
as  to  bring  two  minds  into  the  same  train  of  thinking, 
and  to  confine  them  to  the  same  track.  In  this  pro- 
cedure what  is  chiefly  wonderful,  is  the  rapidity  with 
which  the  mind  compares  the  word  with  its  correla- 
tions, and,  in  general,  without  the  slightest  eflbrt,  de- 
cides which  among  its  various  meanings  is  the  one 
which  it  is  here  intended  to  convey.  But  how  mar- 
vellous soever  be  the  ease  and  velocity  of  this  process 
of  selection,  it  cannot  always  be  performed  with  equal 
certainty.  Words  are  often  employed  with  a plural- 
ity of  meanings ; several  of  which  may  quadrate,  or 
be  supposed  to  quadrate,  with  the  general  tenor  of  the 
discourse.  Error  is  thus  possible ; and  it  is  also  pro- 
bable, if  we  have  any  prepossession  in  favour  of  one 
interpretation  rather  than  of  another.  So  copious  a 
source  of  error  is  the  ambiguity  of  language,  that  a 
very  large  proportion  of  human  controversy  has  been 
concerning  the  sense  in  which  certain  terms  should 
be  understood ; and  many  disputes  have  even  been 
fiercely  waged,  in  consequence  of  the  disputants  being 
unaware  that  they  agreed  in  opinion,  and  only  difiered 
in  the  meaning  they  attached  to  the  words  in  which 
that  opinion  was  expressed.  On  this  subject  I may 
refer  you  to  the  very  amusing  and  very  instructive 
treatise  of  Werenfelsius,  entitled  De  Logomachiis 
Eruditorum. 

“ In  regard  to  a remedy  for  this  description  of  error, 
— this  lies  exclusively  in  a thorough  study  of  the 
language  employed  in  the  eommunication  of  know- 
ledge, and  in  an  acquaintance  with  the  rules  of  Criti- 
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cism  and  Interpretation.  The  study  of  languages, 
when  rationally  pursued,  is  not  so  unimportant  as 
many  fondly  conceive ; for  misconceptions  most  fre- 
quently arise  solely  from  an  ignorance  of  words ; and 
every  language  may,  in  a certain  sort,  be  viewed  as  a 
commentary  upon  Logic,  inasmuch  as  every  language, 
in  like  manner,  mirrors  in  itself  the  laws  of  thought. 

“ In  reference  to  the  rules  of  Criticism  and  Interpre- 
tation,— these  especially  should  be  familiar  to  those 
who  make  a study  of  the  writings  of  ancient  authors, 
as  these  writings  have  descended  to  us  often  in  a very 
mutilated  state,  and  are  composed  in  languages  which 
are  now  dead.  How  many  theological  errors,  for  ex- 
ample, have  arisen  only  because  the  divines  were 
cither  ignorant  of  the  principles  of  Criticism  and  Her- 
meneutic, or  did  not  properly  apply  them  ! Doctrines 
originating  in  a corrupted  lection,  or  in  a figurative 
expression,  have  thus  arisen  and  been  keenly  defended. 
Such  errors  are  best  combated  by  philological  weapons; 
for  these  pull  them  up  along  with  their  roots. 

“A  thorough  knowledge  of  languages  in  general 
accustoms  the  mind  not  to  remain  satisfied  with  the 
husk,  but  to  penetrate  in,  even  to  the  kernel.  With 
this  knowledge  we  shall  not  so  easily  imagine  that  we 
understand  a system,  when  we  only  possess  the  lan- 
guage in  which  it  is  expressed ; we  shall  not  conceive 
that  we  truly  reason,  when  we  only  employ  certain 
empty  words  and  formulae ; we  shall  not  betray  our- 
selves into  unusual  and  obscure  expressions,  under 
which  our  meaning  may  be  easily  mistaken ; finally, 
we  shall  not  dispute  with  others  about  words,  when  we 
are  in  fact  at  one  with  them  in  regard  to  things.”  “ 
So  much  for  the  errors  which  originate  in  Language. 

a Krng,  Logii,  g 157.  Anm.— Ed. 
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As  to  the  last  source  of  Error  which  I enumerated, 
— the  Objects  themselves  of  our  knowledge, — it  is 
hardly  necessary  to  say  anything.  It  is  evident  that 
some  matters  are  obscure  and  abstruse,  while  others 
are  clear  and  palpable ; and  that,  consequently,  the 
probability  of  error  is  greater  in  some  studies  than  it 
is  in  others.  But  as  it  is  impossible  to  deliver  any 
special  rules  for  these  cases,  different  from  those  which 
are  given  for  the  Acquisition  of  Knowledge  in  gen- 
eral, concerning  which  we  are  soon  to  speak,  this 
source  of  error  may  be,  therefore,  passed  over  in 
silence. 

We  have  now  finished  the  consideration  of  the 
various  Sources  of  Error,  and — 

IF  CV.  The  following  rules  may  be  given,  as 
the  results  of  the  foregoing  discussion,  touching 
the  Causes  and  Remedies  of  our  False  Judgments. 

1°,  Endeavour  as  far  as  possible  to  obtain  a 
clear  and  thorough  insight  into  the  laws  of  the 
Understanding,  and  of  the  Mental  Faculties  in 
general.  Study  Logic  and  Psychology. 

2°,  Assiduously  exercise  your  mind  in  the  ap- 
plication of  these  laws.  Learn  to  think  method- 
ically. 

3°,  Concentrate  your  attention  in  the  act  of 
Thinking;  and  principally  employ  the  seasons 
when  the  Intellect  is  alert,  the  Passions  slumber- 
ing, and  no  external  causes  of  distraction  at  work. 

4°,  Carefully  eliminate  all  foreign  interests 
from  the  objects  of  your  inquiry,  and  allow  your- 
selves to  be  actuated  by  the  interest  of  Truth 
alone. 

5°,  Contrast  your  various  convictions,  your 


Digitized  by  Googie 


LECTDRES  ON  LOGIC. 


151 


past  and  present  judgments,  with  each  other; 
and  admit  no  conclusion  as  certain,  until  it  has 
been  once  and  again  thoroughly  examined,  and 
its  correctness  ascertained. 

6°,  Collate  your  own  persuasions  with  those 
of  others ; attentively  listen  to  and  weigh,  with- 
out prepossession,  the  judgments  formed  by 
others  of  the  opinions  which  you  yourselves 
maintain." 

a Of.  Krug,  Logik,  § 160.  Bachmann,  Logii,  g 416.— Ed. 
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LECTURE  XXXII. 


MODIFIED  METHODOLOGY. 


SECTION  I. — OF  THE  ACQUISITION  OF  KNOWLEDGE. 

I.  EXPERIENCE. — A.  PERSONAL  : — OBSERVATION 
— INDUCTION  AND  ANALOGY. 

In  our  last  Lecture,  having  concluded  the  Second 
Department  of  Concrete  Logic, — that  which  treats  of 
the  Causes  of  Error, — we  now  enter  upon  the  Third 
part  of  Concrete  or  Modified  Logic, — that  which  con- 
siders the  Means  by  which  our  Knowledge  obtains  the 
character  of  Perfection.  These  means  may,  in  gen- 
eral, be  regarded  as  two, — the  Acquisition  and  the 
Communication  of  knowledge, — and  these  two  means 
we  shaU,  accordingly,  consider  consecutively  and 
apart 

In  regard  to  the  Acquisition  of  Knowledge, — we 
must  consider  this  by  reference  to  the  different  kinds 
of  knowledge  of  which  the  human  intellect  is  cap- 
able. 

Now,  human  knowledge,  viewed  in  its  greatest 
universality,  is  of  two  kinds.  For  either  it  is  one  of 
which  the  objects  are  given  as  contingent  phaenomena ; 
or  one  in  which  the  objects  are  given  as  necessary 
facts  or  laws.  In  the  former  case,  the  cognitions  are 
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called  empirical,  experiential,  or  of  experience;  in  the 

latter,  pure,  intuitive,  rational,  or  of  reason,  also  of ^ 

common  sense.  These  two  kinds  of  knowledge  are, 
likewise,  severally  denominated  cognitions  a posteriori 
and  cognitions  a priori.  The  distinction  of  these  two 
species  of  cognitions  consists  properly  in  this, — that 
the  former  are  solely  derived  from  the  Presentations 
of  Sense,  External  and  Internal : whereas  the  latter, 
though  first  manifested  on  the  occasion  of  such  Pre- 
sentations, are  not,  however,  mere  products  of  Sense ; 
on  the  contrary,  they  are  laws,  principles,  forms,  no- 
tions, or  by  whatever  name  they  may  be  called,  native 
and  original  to  the  mind,  that  is,  founded  in,  or  con- 
stituting the  very  nature  of.  Intelligence;  and,  ac- 
cordingly, out  of  the  mind  itself  they  must  be  devel- 
oped, and  not  sought  for  and  acquired  as  foreign  and 
accidental  acquisitions.  As  the  Presentative  Facul- 
ties inform  us  only  of  what  exists  and  what  happens, 
that  is,  only  of  facts  and  events, — such  empirical 
knowledge  constitutes  no  necessary  and  universal 
judgment ; all,  in  this  case,  is  contingent  and  particu- 
lar, for  even  our  generalised  knowledge  has  only  a 
relative  and  precarious  universality.  The  cognitions, 
on  the  other  hand,  which  are  given  as  Laws  of  Mind, 
are,  at  once  and  in  themselves,  universal  and  neces- 
sary. We  cannot  but  think  them,  if  we  think  at  all. 

The  doctrine,  therefore,  of  the  Acquisition  of  Know-  Doctrine  of 
ledge,  must  consist  of  two  parts, — the  first  treating  of  .itionT' 
the  acquisition  of  knowledge  through  the  data  of  Ex- 
perience,  the  second,  of  the  acquisition  of  knowledge 
through  the  data  of  Intelligence.” 

a Soe  Enaer,  Logik,  § 145.— Ed.  aequirtd,  ioumuch  aa  it  ii  acquired 
Id  regard  to  the  acquisition  of  know-  either,  1°,  By  ex]>erience ; or,  2°,  Ou 
ledge, — all  knowledge  may  be  called  occasion  of  experience. 


Digitized  by  Google 


154 


LECTDRE8  ON  LOGIC. 


LECT.  In  regard  to  the  first  of  these  sources,  viz.  Experi- 
_! — 1 cnee, — this  is  either  our  own  experience  or  the  expe- 
iriM  of*^-  rience  of  others,  and  in  either  case  it  is  for  us  a mean 
EjSiroco  knowledge.  It  is  manifest  that  the  knowledge  we 
wndi.  acquire  through  our  personal  experience,  is  far  supe- 
rior in  degree  to  that  which  we  obtain  through  the 
experience  of  other  men ; inasmuch  as  our  knowledge 
of  an  object,  in  the  former  case,  is  far  clearer  and  more 
distinct,  far  more  complete  and  bvely,  than  in  the 
latter ; while  at  the  same  time  the  latter  also  aSbrds 
us  a far  inferior  conviction  of  the  correctness  and  cer- 
tainty of  the  cognition  than  the  former.  On  the 
other  hand,  foreign  is  far  superior  to  our  proper  expe- 
rience in  this, — that  it  is  much  more  comprehensive, 
and  that,  without  this,  man  would  be  deprived  of  those 
branches  of  knowledge  which  are  to  him  of  the  most 
indispensable  importance.  Now,  as  the  principal  dis- 
tinction of  experience  is  thus  into  our  own  experience 
and  into  the  experience  of  others,  we  must  consider  it 
more  closely  in  this  twofold  relation.®  First,  then,  of 
our  Personal  Experience. 

1.  PorMn»i  Experience  necessarily  supposes,  as  its  primary  con- 
dition,  certain  presentations  by  the  faculties  of  Ex- 
ternal  or  of  Internal  Perception,  and  is,  therefore,  of 
two  kinds,  according  as  it  is  conversant  about  the 
objects  of  the  one  of  these  faculties,  or  the  objects  of 
the  other.  But  the  presentation  of  a fact  of  the  ex- 
ternal or  of  the  internal  world  is  not  at  once  an  exjic- 
rience.  To  this  there  is  required,  a continued  series 
of  such  presentations,  a comparison  of  these  toge- 
ther, a mental  separation  of  the  different,  a mental 
combination  of  the  similar,  and  it,  therefore,  over 
and  above  the  operation  of  the  Presen tative  Faculties, 

a Easer,  touii,  § 146. — Eo. 
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requires  the  co-operation  of  the  Retentive,  the  Re-  lect. 

productive,  the  Representative,  and  the  Elaborative  1 

Faculties.  In  regard  to  Experience,  as  the  first  means 
by  which  we  acquire  knowledge  through  the  legiti- 
mate use  and  application  of  our  Cognitive  Faculties, 

I give  you  the  following  paragraph  : — 

IT  CVI.  The  First  Mean  towards  the  Acquisi-  p»r.  cvi. 
tion  of  Knowledge  is  Eocperience  {ea^erientia, 
ilineipia).  Experience  may  be,  rudely  and  gener-  **“"*'■ 
ally,  described  as  the  apprehension  of  the  phe- 
nomena of  the  outer  world,  presented  by  the 
Faculty  of  External  Perception,  and  of  the 
phenomena  of  the  inner  world,  presented  by  the 
Faculty  of  Self-eonsciousness : — these  phenomena 
being  retained  in  Memory,  ready  for  Reproduc- 
tion and  Representation,  being  also  arranged  in 
order  by  the  Understanding. 

This  paragraph,  you  will  remark,  afibrds  only  a Eipiic#- 
preliminary  view  of  the  general  conditions  of  Expe- 
rience. In  the  first  place,  it  is  evident,  that  without 
the  Presentative,  or,  as  they  may  with  equal  propriety 
be  called,  the  Acquisitive,  Faculties  of  Perception, 
External  and  Internal,  no  experience  would  be  pos- 
sible. But  these  faculties,  though  affording  the  fun- 
damental condition  of  knowledge,  do  not  of  themselves 
make  up  experience.  There  is,  moreover,  required, 
of  the  phsenomena  or  appearances  the  accumulation 
and  retention,  the  reproduction  and  representation. 
Memory,  Reminiscence,  and  Imagination  must,  there- 
fore, also  co-operate.  Finally,  unless  the  phoenomena 
be  compared  together,  and  be  arranged  into  classes, 
according  to  their  similarities  and  differences,  it  is 
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LEOT.  evident  that  no  judgments, — no  conclusions,  can  be 
_!_! — L formed  concerning  them ; but  without  a judgment 
knowledge  is  impossible ; and  as  experience  is  a know- 
ledge, consequently  experience  is  impossible.  The 
Understanding  or  Elaborative  Faculty  must,  there- 
fore, likewise  co-operate.  Manilius  has  well  expressed 
the  nature  of  experience  in  the  following  lines ; — 

“ Per  Tarios  usus  artem  experientia  fecit, 

Kxemplo  monstrante  riam.”  a 

And  Afranius  in  the  others : — 

" Usus  me  genuit,  mater  peperit  Metnoria  ; 

Sophiam  vocont  me  Giaii,  voe  Sapientiani.”  /3 

Common  “ Out  owu  obscrvation,  be  it  external  or  internal,  is 
tiBc  Expo-  either  with,  or  without,  intention ; and  it  consists 
either  of  a series  of  Presentations  alone,  or  Abstrac- 
tion and  Reflection  supervene,  so  that  the  presenta- 
tions obtain  that  completion  and  system  which  they 
do  not  of  themselves  possess.  In  the  former  case,  the 
experience  may  be  called  an  Unlearned  or  Common  ; 
in  the  latter,  a Learned  or  Scientific  Experience. 
qb.CT»»-  Intentional  and  reflective  experience  is  called  Obser- 
whJ.  nation.  Observation  is  of  two  kinds ; for  either  the 
kindx,-  objects  which  it  considers  remain  unchanged,  or,  pre- 

ObiCTvalion  . i.  • i i i 

Proper,  and  vious  to  its  application,  they  are  made  to  undergo 
mJSt."  certain  arbitrary  changes,  or  are  placed  in  certain 
factitious  relations.  In  the  latter  case,  the  observation 
obtains  the  Speeific  name  of  Experiment.  Observation 
and  Experiment  do  not,  therefore,  constitute  opposite 
or  two  difierent  procedures, — the  latter  is,  in  propriety, 
only  a certain  subordinate  modification  of  the  former ; 
for,  while  observation  may  accomplish  its  end  without 

a I.  61.  pwt  Poetarum  Latinorum,  vol.  ii.  p. 

ft  FragmeHlum  t Sella.  Vide  Cor-  1513,  Lend.  1713. — Ed. 
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experiment,  experiment  without  observation  is  impos-  lect. 
sible.  Observation  and  experiment  are  manifestly 
exclusively  competent  upon  the  objects  of  our  empiri- 
cal knowledge ; and  they  co-operate,  equally  and  in 
like  manner,  to  the  progress  of  that  knowledge,  partly 
by  establishing,  partly  by  correcting,  partly  by  ampli- 
fying it.  Under  observation,  therefore,  is  not  to  be 
understood  a common  or  unlearned  experience,  which 
obtrudes  itself  upon  every  one  endowed  with  the  ordi- 
nary faculties  of  Sense  and  Understanding,  but  an 
intentional  and  continued  application  of  the  faculties 
of  Perception,  combined  with  an  abstractive  and  re- 
flective attention  to  an  object  or  class  of  objects,  a 
more  accurate  knowledge  of  which,  it  is  proposed,  by 
the  observation  to  accomplish.  But  ip  order  that  the  Pr*a>p>ii» 
observation  should  accomplish  this  end, — more  espe-  tion. 
cially  when  the  objects  are  numerous,  and  a systematic 
complement  of  cognitions  is  the  end  proposed, — it  is 
necessary  that  we  should  know  certain  praecognita, — 

1°,  What  we  ought  to  observe ; 2°,  How  we  ought 
to  observe ; and  3°,  By  what  means  are  the  data  of 
observation  to  be  reduced  to  system.  The  first  of 
these  concerns  the  Object ; the  second,  the  Procedure  ; 
the  third,  the  scientific  Completion,  of  the  observa- 
tions. It  is  proper  to  make  some  general  observa- 
tions in  regard  to  these,  in  their  order;  and  first, 
of  the  Object  of  observation, — the  what  we  ought  to 
observe. 

“ The  Object  of  Observation  can  only  be  some  given  Pint,-Ti.« 
and  determinate  phenomenon,  and  this  phenomenon  otJSla- 
either  an  external  or  an  internal.  Through  obser- 
vation, whether  external  or  internal,  there  are  fourrhi.  foor 
several  cognitions  which  we  propose  to  compass, — viz., 
to  ascertain — 1°,  What  the  Phenomena  thcm.sclvcs 
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LECT.  are ; 2°,  What  are  the  Conditions  of  their  Reality ; 
3°,  What  are  the  Causes  of  their  Existence ; 4°,  What 
is  the  Order  of  their  Consecution. 

1°,  wh»t  “ In  regard  to  what  the  phaenomena  themselves 
nomcn»iro.  are  {quid  sint),  that  is,  in  regard  to  what  constitutes 
their  peculiar  nature, — this,  it  is  evident,  must  be  the 
primary  matter  of  consideration,  it  being  always  sup- 
posed that  the  fact  (the  an  sit)  of  the  phaenomcnon 
itself  has  been  established."  To  this  there  is  required. 
In  their  abovc  all,  a clear  and  distinct  Presentation  or  Repre- 
l^i'iaritic*  sentation  of  the  object.  In  order  to  obtain  this,  it 
behoves  us  to  analyse, — to  dismember,  the  constituent 
parts  of  the  object,  and  to  take  into  proximate  ac- 
count those  characters  which  constitute  the  oliject, 
that  is,  which  make  it  to  be  what  it  is,  and  nothing 
but  what  it  is.  This  being  performed,  we  must  pro- 
ceed to  compare  it  with  other  objects,  and  with  those 
especially  which  bear  to  it  the  strongest  similarity, 
taking  accurate  note  always  of  those  points  in  which 
they  reciprocally  resemble,  and  in  which  they  recipro- 
cally disagree. 

As  under  **  But  it  is  not  enough  to  consider  the  several  phse- 
genen'wd  nomcna  in  their  individual  peculiarities  and  contrasts, 
what  they  are  and  in  what  they  are  not, — it  is 
also  requisite  to  bring  them  under  determinate  genera 
and  species.  To  this  end  we  must,  having  obtained 
(iis  previously  prescribed)  a clear  and  distinct  know- 
ledge of  the  several  phsenomena  in  their  essential 
similarities  and  differences,  look  away  or  abstract 
from  the  latter, — the  differences,  and  comprehend  the 
former, — the  similarities,  in  a compendious  and  char- 
acteristic notion,  under  an  appropriate  name. 

a Better  the  Aristotelic  questions,  taphy9icj*t  L p.  5G. — Kd.] 

— Ah  Sitf  &c.  [Sco  Lecturrs  oh  Me- 
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“ When  the  distinctive  peculiarities  of  the  phse-  lect. 

XXXII 

nomena  have  been  thus  definitively  recognised,  the  — 1 

second  question  emeiges, — What  are  the  Conditions 
of  their  Keality.  These  conditions  are  commonly 
called  Requisites,  and  under  requisite  we  must  un- 
derstand all  that  must  have  preceded,  before  the 
phsenomena  could  follow.  In  order  to  discover  the 
requisites,  we  take  a number  of  analogous  cases,  or 
cases  similar  in  kind,  and  inquire  what  are  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  phenomenon  always 
arises,  if  it  does  arise,  and  what  are  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  never  arises ; and  then,  after  a com- 
petent observation  of  individual  cases,  we  construct 
the  general  judgment,  that  the  phenomenon  never 
occurs  unless  this  or  that  other  phenomenon  has  pre- 
ceded, or  at  least  accompanied,  it.  Here,  however,  it 
must  be  noticed,  that  nothing  can  be  viewed  as  a requi- 
.site  which  admits  of  any,  even  the  smallest,  exception. 

“ The  requisite  conditions  being  discovered,  the  3*,  what 
third  question  arises, — What  are  the  Causes  of  the  of*ho"“>hi- 
Pliaenoraena.  According  to  the  current  doctrine,  the 
causes  of  pbmnomena  are  not  to  be  confounded  with 
their  requisites ; for  although  a phsenomenon  no  more 
occurs  without  its  requisite  than  without  its  cause, 
still,  the  requisite  being  given,  the  phenomenon  does 
not  neeessarily  follow,  and,  indeed,  very  firequently 
does  not  ensue.  On  the  contrary,  if  the  cause  occurs, 
the  phenomenon  must  occur  also.  In  other  words, 
the  requisite  or  condition  is  that  without  which  the 
phenomenon  never  is ; the  cause,  on  the  other  hand, 
is  that  through  which  it  always  is.  Thus  an  emotion 
of  pity  never  arises  without  a knowledge  of  the  mis- 
fortune of  another ; but  so  little  does  this  knowledge 
necessitate  that  emotion,  that  its  opjwsitc,  a feeling 
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of  rejoicing,  complacency,  at  such  suffering  may  ensue; 
whereas  the  knowledge  of  another’s  misfortune  must 
be  followed  by  a sentiment  of  pity,  if  we  are  predis- 
posed in  favour  of  the  person  to  whom  the  misfortune 
has  occurred.  In  this  view,  the  knowledge  of  another’s 
misfortune  is  only  a requisite ; whereas  our  favour- 
able predisposition  constitutes  the  cause.  It  must, 
however,  be  admitted,  that  in  different  relations  one 
and  the  same  circumstance  may  be  both  requisite  and 
cause ; and,  in  point  of  fact,  it  would  be  more  cor- 
rect to  consider  the  cause  as  the  whole  sum  of  ante- 
cedents, without  which  the  phaenomenon  never  does 
take  place,  and  with  which  it  always  must.  What 
are  commonly  called  requisites,  are  thus,  in  truth,  only 
partial  causes ; what  are  called  causes,  only  proximate 
requisites. 

“ In  the  fourth  place,  having  ascertained  the  essen- 
tial qualities — the  Conditions  and  the  Causes  of  phe- 
nomena— a final  question  emerges, — What  is  the  Order 
in  which  they  are  manifested  ? and  this  being  ascer- 
tained, the  observation  has  accomplished  its  end.  This 
question  applies  either  to  a phenomenon  considered 
in  itself,  or  to  a phenomenon  considered  in  relation 
to  others.  In  relation  to  itself  the  question  concerns 
only  the  time  of  its  origin,  of  its  continuance,  and  of 
its  termination  ; in  relation  to  others,  it  concerns  the 
reciprocal  consecution  in  which  the  several  pheno- 
mena appear.”^ 

“ We  now  go  on  to  the  Second  Precognitum, — the 
Manner  of  Observation, — How  wc  are  to  observe. 
What  we  have  hitherto  spoken  of, — the  Object, — can 
be  known  only  in  one  way, — the  way  of  Scientific 
Observation.  It,  therefore,  remains  to  be  asked, — 

a Eiiacr,  Logik,  § 148. — Ed.  0 Ibid. 
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How  must  the  observation  be  instituted,  so  as  to  lect. 

afford  us  a satisfactory  result  in  regard  to  all  the  four  ^ 

sides  on  which  it  behoves  an  object  to  be  observed  ? 

In  the  first  place,  as  preliminary  to  observation,  it  is 
required  that  the  observing  mind  be  tranquil  and 
composed,  be  exempt  from  prejudice,  partiality,  and 
prepossession,  and  be  actuated  by  no  other  interest 
than  the  discovery  of  truth.  Tranquillity  and  com- 
posure of  mind  are  of  peculiar  importance  in  our  ob- 
servation of  the  phsenomena  of  the  internal  world  ; 
for  these  phaenomena  are  not,  like  tliose  of  the  exter- 
nal, perceptible  by  sense,  enclosed  in  space,  continu- 
ous and  divisible ; and  they  follow  each  other  in  such 
numbers,  and  with  such  a rapidity,  that  they  are  at 
best  observable  with  difficulty,  often  losing  even  their 
existence  by  the  interference  of  the  observing,  the  re- 
flective, energy  itself.  But  that  the  observation  should 
be  always  conducted  in  the  calm  and  collected  state 
of  mind  required  to  purify  this  condition,  we  must 
be  careful  to  obtain,  more  and  more,  a mastery  over 
the  Attention,  so  as  to  turn  it  with  full  force  upon  a 
single  aspect  of  the  phsenomena,  and,  consequently, 
to  absti-act  it  siltogether  from  every  other.  Its  proper 
function  is  to  contemplate  the  objects  of  observation 
tranquilly,  continuously,  and  without  anxiety  for  the 
result ; and  this,  likewise,  without  too  intense  an 
activity  or  too  vigorous  an  application  of  its  forces. 

But  the  observation  and  concomitant  energy  of  atten-  v,  ewi- 
tion  will  be  without  result,  unless  we  previously  well  u. 
consider  what  precise  object  or  objects  we  are  now  to  mined  by 
observe.  Nor  will  our  experience  obtain  an  answer  to 
the  question  proposed  for  it  to  solve,  unless  that  ques- 
tion be  of  such  a nature  as  will  animate  the  observing 
fiiculties  by  some  stimulus,  and  give  them  a determi- 

VOL.  II.  L 
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natc  direction.  Where  this  is  not  the  case,  attention 
does  not  eflfect  anything,  nay,  it  does  not  operate  at 
all.  On  this  account  such  psychological  questions 
as  the  following : — What  takes  place  in  the  process 
of  Self-consciousness, — of  Perception, — of  Vision, — of 
Hearing, — of  Imagination,  &c.  ? — cannot  be  answered, 
as  thus  absolutely  stated,  that  is,  without  reference  to 
some  determinate  object.  But  if  I propose  the  pro- 
blem,— What  takes  place  when  I see  this  or  that 
object,  or  better  stUl,  when  I see  this  table? — the 
attention  is  stimulated  and  directed,  and  even  a child 
can  give  responses,  which,  if  properly  illustrated  and 
explained,  will  afford  a solution  to  the  problem.  If, 
therefore,  the  question  upon  the  object  of  observation 
be  too  vague  and  general,  so  that  the  attention  is  not 
suitably  excited  and  applied, — this  question  must  be 
divided  and  subdivided  into  others  more  particular ; 
and  this  process  must  be  continued  until  we  reach  a 
question  which  affords  the  requisite  conditions.  We 
should,  therefore,  determine  as  closely  as  possible  the 
object  itself,  and  the  phases  in  which  we  wish  to  ob- 
serve it,  separate  from  it  all  foreign  or  adventitious 
parts,  resolve  every  question  into  its  constituent  ele- 
ments, enunciate  each  of  these  as  specially  as  possible, 
and  never  couch  it  in  vague  and  general  expressions. 
But  here  we  must  at  the  same  time  take  care,  that  the 
object  be  not  so  tom  and  mangled,  that  the  attention 
feels  no  longer  any  attraction  to  the  several  parts,  or 
that  the  several  parts  can  no  longer  be  viewed  in  their 
natural  connection.  So  much  it  is  possible  to  say,  in 
general,  touching  the  Manner  in  which  observation 
ought  to  be  carried  on ; what  may  further  be  added 
under  this  head,  depends  upon  the  particular  nature 
of  the  objects  to  be  observed.”  “ 

a Esscr,  Lo<jik,  § 149.— Eu. 
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“ In  this  manner,  then,  must  we  proceed,  until  all  lect. 
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has  been  accomplished  which  the  problem,  to  be  an-  1 

swered  by  the  observation,  pointed  out  ^Vhen  the 
observation  is  concluded,  an  accurate  record  or  nota- 
tion of  what  has  been  observed  is  of  use,  in  order  to 
enable  us  to  supply  what  is  found  wanting  in  our  sub- 
sequent observation.  If  we  have  accumulated  a con- 
siderable apparatus  of  results,  in  relation  to  the  object 
we  observe,  it  is  proper  to  take  a survey  of  these : 
from  what  is  found  defective,  new  questions  must  be 
evolved ; and  an  answer  to  these  sought  out  through 
new  observations.  When  the  inquiry  has  attained 
its  issue,  a tabular  view  of  all  the  observations  made 
upon  the  subject  is  convenient,  to  afford  a conspectus 
of  the  whole,  and  as  an  aid  to  the  memory.  But  how 
(and  this  is  the  Third  Precognition)  individual  ob- by  which 

' . , , .1  ■ . , , thedUaor 

servations  are  to  be  built  up  into  a systematic  whole,  ob«r«uioii 
is  to  be  sought  for  partly  from  the  nature  of  science  rodaced  to 
in  general,  partly  from  the  nature  of  the  particular 
empirical  science  for  the  constitution  of  which  the 
observation  is  applied.  Nor  is  what  is  thus  sought 
difficult  to  find.  It  is  at  once  evident,  that  a syn- 
thetic arrangement  is  least  applicable  in  the  empirical 
sciences.  For,  anterior  to  observation,  the  object  is 
absolutely  unknown ; and  it  is  only  through  observa- 
tion that  it  becomes  a matter  of  science.  We  can, 
therefore,  go  to  work  only  in  a problematic  or  inter- 
rogative manner,  and  it  is  impossible  to  commence  by 
assertory  propositions,  of  which  we  afterwards  lead 
the  demonstration.  We  must,  therefore,  determine 
the  object  on  all  sides,  in  so  far  as  observation  is  com- 
petent to  this  ; we  must  analyse  every  question  into 
its  suliordinate  questions,  and  each  of  these  must  find 
its  answer  in  observation.  The  systematic  order  is 
thus  given  naturally  and  of  itself ; and  in  this  pro- 
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cedure  it  is  impossible  that  it  should  not  be  given. 
But  for  a comprehensive  and  all-sided  system  of  em- 
pirical knowledge,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  possess  the 
whole  data  of  observation,  to  have  collected  these  to- 
gether, and  to  have  arranged  them  according  to  some 
external  principle;  it  is,  likewise,  requisite  that  we 
have  a thorough-going  principle  of  explanation,  even 
though  this  explanation  be  impossible  in  the  way  of 
observation,  and  a power  of  judging  of  the  data,  ac- 
cording to  universal  laws,  although  these  universal 
laws  may  not  be  discovered  by  experience  alone. 
These  two  ends  are  accomplished  by  different  means. 
The  former  we  compass  by  the  aid  of  Hypothesis,  the 
latter,  by  the  aid  of  Induction  and  Analogy.”  “ Of 
these  in  detail.  In  regard  to  Hyjjothesis,  I give  you 
the  following  paragraph  : — 

H evil.  When  a phaenomcnon  is  presented, 
which  can  be  explained  by  no  principle  afforded 
through  Experience,  w^e  feel  discontented  and  un- 
easy, and  there  arises  an  effort  to  discover  some 
cause  which  may,  at  least  provisorily,  account 
for  the  outstanding  phenomenon;  and  this  cause 
is  finally  recognised  as  valid  and  true,  if,  through 
it,  the  given  phenomenon  is  found  to  obtain  a 
full  and  perfect  explanation.  The  judgment  in 
which  a phenomenon  is  referred  to  such  a pro- 
blematic cause,  is  called  an  Ihjpothesis.^ 

Hypotheses  have  thus  no  other  end  than  to  satisfy 
the  desire  of  the  mind  to  reduce  the  objects  of  its 
knowledge  to  unity  and  system  ; and  they  do  this  in 

a Kftaer,  Zof/ti,  150. — Ed.  tures  on  Jifetapki/8ic$t  vol.  i.  p.  168 
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recalling  them,  ad  interim,  to  some  principle,  through  lect. 

which  the  mind  is  enabled  to  comprehend  them.  From  1 

this  view  of  their  nature,  it  is  manifest  how  far  they 
are  permissible,  and  how  far  they  are  even  useful  and 
expedient ; throwing  altogether  out  of  account  the 
possibility,  that  what  is  at  first  assumed  as  hypotheti- 
cal, may,  subsequently,  be  proved  true. 

When  our  experience  has  revealed  to  us  a certain 
correspondence  among  a number  of  objects,  we  are 
determined,  by  an  original  principle  of  our  nature,  to 
suppose  the  existence  of  a more  extensive  correspond- 
ence than  our  observation  has  already  proved,  or  may 
ever  be  able  to  establish.  This  tendency  to  generalise 
our  knowledge  by  the  judgment, — that  where  much 
has  been  found  accordant,  all  will  be  found  accordant, 

— is  not  properly  a conclusion  deduced  from  premises, 
but  an  original  principle  of  our  nature,  which  we  may 
call  that  of  Logical,  or  perhaps  better,  that  of  Philo- 
sophical, Presumption.  This  Presumption  is  of  two 
kinds ; it  is  either  Induction  or  Analogy,  which,  though 
usually  confounded,  are,  however,  to  be  carefully  dis- 
tinguished. I shall  commence  the  consideration  of 
these  by  the  following  paragraph  : — 

T CVIII.  If  we  have  uniformly  observed,  that  Pw.cviir. 
a number  of  objects  of  the  same  class  (genus  or^dAlI^" 
species)  possess  in  common  a certain  attribute, 
we  are  disposed  to  conclude  that  this  attribute  is 
possessed  by  all  the  objects  of  that  class.  This 
conclusion  is  properly  called  an  Inference  of 
Induction.  Again,  if  we  have  observed  that  two 
or  more  things  agree  in  several  internal  and 
essential  characters,  we  are  disposed  to  conclude 
that  they  agree,  likewise,  in  all  other  essential 
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character^,  that  is,  that  they  are  constituents  of 
the  same  class  (genus  or  species).  This  conclu- 
sion is  properly  called  an  Inference  of  Analogy. 
The  principle  by  which,  in  either  case,  we  are 
disposed  to  extend  our  inferences  beyond  the 
limits  of  our  experience,  is  a natural  or  ultimate 
principle  of  intelligence ; and  may  be  called  the 
principle  of  Logical,  or,  more  properly,  of  Philo- 
sophical, Presumption.'^ 

“ The  reasoning  by  Induction  and  the  reasoning  by 
Analogy  have  this  in  common,  that  they  both  conclude 
from  something  observed  to  something  not  observed  ; 
from  something  within  to  something  beyond  the  sphere 
of  actual  experience.  They  differ,  however,  in  this, 
that,  in  Induction,  that  which  is  observed  and  from 
which  the  inference  is  drawn  to  that  which  is  not  ob- 
served, is  a unity  in  plurality ; whereas,  in  Analogy, 
it  is  a plurality  in  imity.  In  other  words,  in  Induc- 
tion, we  look  to  the  one  in  the  many ; in  Analogy,  we 
look  to  the  many  in  the  one  : and  while  in  both  we 
conclude  to  the  unity  in  totality,  we  do  this,  in  Induc- 
tion, from  the  recognised  unity  in  plurality,  in  Analogy, 
from  the  recognised  plurality  in  unity.  Thus,  as  induc- 
tion rests  upon  the  principle,  that  what  belongs,  (or  does 
not  belong,)  to  many  things  of  the  same  kind,  belongs, 
(or  does  not  belong,)  to  all  things  of  the  same  kind  ; 
so  analogy  rests  upon  the  principle,  that  things  which 
have  many  observed  attributes  in  common,  have  other 
not  observed  attributes  in  common  likewise.”  ^ It  is 
hardly  necessary  to  remark  that  we  are  now  speaking 

a Cf.  Easer,  Logik,  §§  140,  152;  573;  Nunnesius,  De  CorutUutione 

Krug,  Logik,  §§  106,  167,  168. — Ed.  Ariit  Vialtctka:,  p.  126.] 

[Wolf,  /’Ail.  Kationalu,  J 479;  S Esser,  ioyiA,  | 152. — Ed. 
RcuKh,  .'SgtUma  Logicum,  §§  672, 
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of  Induction  and  Analogy,  not  as  principles  of  Pure  lect. 

Logic,  and  as  necessitated  by  the  fundamental  laws  L 

of  thought,  but  of  these  as  means  of  acquiring  know- 
ledge, and  as  legitimated  by  the  conditions  of  objective 
reality.  In  Pure  Logic,  Analogy  has  no  place,  and 
only  that  induction  is  admitted,  in  which  all  the 
several  parts  are  supposed  to  legitimate  the  inference 
to  the  whole.  Applied  Induction,  on  the  contrary, 
rests  on  the  constancy, — the  uniformity,  of  nature, 
and  on  the  instinctive  expectation  we  have  of  this 
stability.  This  constitutes  what  has  been  called  the 
principle  of  Logical,  Premm'ption,  though  perhaps  it 
might,  with  greater  propriety,  be  called  the  principle 
of  Philosophical  Presumption.  We  shall  now  con- 
sider these  severally  ; and,  first,  of  Induction. 

An  Induction  is  the  enumeration  of  the  parts,  in  InductioDi 
order  to  legitimate  a judgment  in  regard  to  the~*'“‘' 
whole.*  Now,  the  parts  may  be  either  individuals  or 
particulars  strictly  so  called.  I say  strictly  so  called, 
for  you  are  aware  that  the  term  particular  is  very 
commonly  employed,  not  only  to  denote  the  species,  as 
contained  under  a genus,  but,  likewise,  to  denote  the 
individual,  as  contained  under  a species.  Using,  how- 
ever, the  two  terms  in  their  proper  significations,  I 
say,  if  the  parts  are  individual  or  singular  things,  the 
induction  is  then  called  Individwal;  whereas  if  the  or  two 
parts  be  species  or  subaltern  genera,  the  induction  indivilioi 
then  obtains  the  name  of  Special.  An  example  of 
the  Individual  Induction  is  given,  were  we  to  argue 
thus, — Mercury,  VentLS,  the  Earth,  Mars,  dc.,  are 
bodies  in  themselves  opaque,  and  xchich  hom-ow  their 


a [Cf.  Abu  Alt  {Avicenna:),  Firi  Arabutn,  p.  36.)  Bonnse,  1836.  Za- 
Docti,  De  Lojiea  Poema,  L 190.  (In  barella,  Opera  Logica,  De  Natura 
Schmolden,  Documenta  PhUoeophia  Logica,  L.  I a 18,  p.  45.] 
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LECT.  light  from  the  sun.  But  Mercury,  Venus,  dc.,  are 
1 planets.  Therefore  all  planets  are  opaque,  and  har- 
row their  light  from  the  sun.  An  example  of  the 
Special  is  given,  were  we  to  argue  as  follows, — Quad- 
rupeds, birds,  fishes,  the  amphibia,  dc.,  all  have  a 
nervous  system.  But  quadrupeds,  birds,  &c.,  are 
animals.  Therefore  all  animals,  (though  it  is  not  yet 
detected  in  some,)  have  a nervous  system.  Now,  here 
it  is  manifest  that  Special  rests  upon  Individual  in- 
duction, and  that,  in  the  last  result,  all  induction  is 
individual.  For  wc  can  assert  nothing  concerning 
species,  unless  what  we  assert  of  them  has  been  pre- 
viously observed  in  their  constituent  singulars." 
Twocondi-  For  a legitimate  Induction  there  are  requisite  at 
icgiUnuto  least  two  conditions.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  necessary, 
tiw!-  That  the  partial  (and  this  word  I use  as  including  both 
the  terms  individual  and  particular), — I say,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  partial  judgments  out  of  which  the 
total  or  general  judgment  is  inferred,  be  all  of  the 
same  quality.^  For  if  one  even  of  the  partial  judg- 
ments had  an  opposite  quality,  the  whole  induction 
would  be  subverted.  Hence  it  is  that  we  refute  uni- 
versal judgments  founded  on  an  imperfect  induction, 
by  bringing  what  is  called  an  instance  (instantia), 
tliat  is,  by  adducing  a thing  belonging  to  the  same 
class  or  notion,  in  reference  to  which  the  opposite 
holds  true.  For  example,  the  general  assertion.  All 
dogs  bark,  is  refuted  by  the  instance  of  the  dogs  of 
Labrador  or  California  (I  forget  which),  these  do  not 
bark.  In  like  manner,  the  general  assertion.  No  quad- 
ruped is  oviparous,  is  refuted  by  the  instance  of  the 
Ornithorhynchus  Paradoxus.  But  that  the  universal 
judgment  must  have  the  same  quality  as  the  partial, 

a Krug,  Logik,  { 167.  Anm. — Kd.  P Esaer,  Logit,  | 162. — Ed. 
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is  self-evident ; for  this  judgment  is  simply  the  asser-  lect. 
tion  of  something  to  be  true  of  all  which  is  true  of  many,  — 
The  second  condition  required  is,  That  a competent  second, 
number  of  the  partial  objects  from  which  the  induc- 
tion departs  should  have  been  observed,  for  otherwise 
the  comprehension  of  other  objects  under  the  total 
judgment  would  bo  rash.“  What  is  the  number  of 
such  objects,  which  amounts  to  a competent  induc- 
tion, it  is  not  possible  to  say  in  general.  In  some 
cases,  the  observation  of  a very  few  particular  or  indi- 
vidual examples  is  sufficient  to  warrant  an  assertion  in 
regard  to  the  whole  class ; in  others,  the  total  judgment 
is  hardly  competent,  until  our  observation  has  gone 
through  each  of  its  constituent  parts.  This  distinc- 
tion is  founded  on  the  difference  of  essential  and  un- 
essential characters.  If  the  character  be  essential  to 
the  several  objects,  a comparatively  limited  observa- 
tion is  necessary  to  legitimate  our  general  conclusion. 

For  example,  it  would  require  a far  less  induction  to 
prove  that  all  animals  breathe,  than  to  prove  that 
the  mammalia,  and  the  mammalia  alone,  have  lateral 
lobes  to  the  cerebellum.  For  the  one  is  seen  to  be  a 
function  necessary  to  animal  life ; the  other,  as  far  as 
our  present  knowledge  reaches,  appears  only  as  an 
arbitrary  concomitant.  The  difference  of  essential 
and  accidental  is,  however,  one  itself  founded  on  in- 
duction, and  varies  according  to  the  greater  or  less 
perfection  to  which  this  has  been  carried.  In  the  pro- 
gress of  science,  the  lateral  lobes  of  the  cerebellum 
may  appear  to  future  physiologists  as  necessary  a 
condition  of  the  function  of  suckling  their  young,  as 
the  organs  of  breathing  appear  to  us  of  circulation 
and  of  life. 

a Esa«r,  Logik,  § 152.— Eo. 
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To  sum  up  the  Doctrine  of  Induction, — “ This  is 
more  certain,  1°,  In  proportion  to  the  number  and 
diversity  of  the  objects  observed ; 2°,  In  proportion 
to  the  accuracy  with  which  the  observation  and  com- 
parison have  been  conducted ; 3°,  In  proportion  as 
the  agreement  of  the  objects  is  clear  and  precise  ; 
and,  4°,  In  proportion  as  it  has  been  thoroughly  ex- 
plored, whether  there  exist  exceptions  or  not."  “ 

Almost  all  induction  is,  however,  necessarily  imper- 
fect ; and  Logic  can  inculcate  nothing  more  import- 
ant on  the  investigators  of  nature  than  that  sobriety 
of  mind,  which  regards  all  its  past  observations  as 
only  hypothetically  true,  as  only  relatively  complete, 
and  which,  consequently,  holds  the  mind  open  to 
every  new  observation,  which  may  correct  and  limit 
its  former  judgments. 

So  much  for  Induction  ; now  for  Analogy.  Ana- 
logy, in  general,  means  proportion,  or  a similarity  of 
relations.  Thus,  to  judge  analogically  or  according  to 
analogy,  is  to  judge  things  by  the  similarity  of  their 
relations.  Thus,  when  we  judge  that  as  two  is  to 
four,  so  is  eight  to  sixteen,  we  judge  that  they  are 
analogically  identical ; that  is,  though  the  sums  in 
other  respects  are  different,  they  agree  in  this,  that 
as  two  is  the  half  of  four,  so  eight  is  the  half  of 
sixteen. 

In  common  language,  however,  this  propriety  of 
the  term  is  not  preserved.  For  hy  analogy  is  not 
always  meant  merely  hy  proportion,  but  frequently 
hy  comparison — hy  relation,  or  simply  hy  similarity. 
In  so  far  as  Analogy  constitutes  a particular  kind  of 
reasoning  from  the  individual  or  particular  to  the 
universal,  it  signifies  an  inference  from  the  partial 

a Emer,  Logit,  | 162. — Ed. 
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similarity  of  two  or  more  things  to  their  complete  or  i.ect. 

total  similarity.  For  example, — This  disease  corre-  ! 

spends  in  many  symptoms  vnth  those  we  have  observed 
in  typhus  fevers ; it  will,  therefore,  correspond  in  all, 
that  is,  it  is  a typhus  fever.'^ 

Like  Induction,  Analogy  has  two  essential  requi-nutwo 
sites.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  necessary  that  of  two 
or  more  things  a certain  number  of  attributes  should 
have  been  observed,  in  order  to  ground  the  inference 
that  they  also  agree  in  those  other  attributes,  which 
it  has  not  yet  been  ascertained  that  they  possess.  It 
is  evident  that  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  points 
observed,  in  which  the  things  compared  together  coin- 
cide, in  the  same  proportion  can  it  be  with  safety  as- 
sumed, that  there  exists  a common  principle  in  these 
things,  on  which  depends  the  similarity  in  the  points 
known  as  in  the  points  unknown. 

In  the  second  place,  it  is  required  that  the  predi-  Sewni 
cates  already  observed  should  neither  be  all  negative 
nor  all  contingent ; but  that  some  at  least  should  be 
positive  and  necessary.  Mere  negative  characters 
denote  only  what  the  thing  is  not ; and  contingent 
characters  need  not  be  present  in  the  thing  at  all.  In 
regard  to  negative  attributes,  the  inference,  that  two 
things,  to  which  a number  of  qualities  do  not  belong, 
and  which  are,  consequently,  similar  to  each  other  only 
in  a negative  point  of  view, — that  these  things  are, 
therefore,  absolutely  and  positively  similar,  is  highly 
improbable.  But  that  the  judgment  in  reference  to 
the  compared  things  (say  A and  X)  must  be  of  the 
same  quality  (t’.e.  either  both  affirmative  or  both  nega- 


« Cf.  Kmg,  Lngik,  § 168.  Anm. — Schmolders,  Doeumenta  Phil.  Ara- 
Eo.  [Condillac, (ie /tawOTiner,  bum,  p.  .?G.)  Whatoly,  BJutoric,  p. 
L.  iv.  ch.  3,  p.  159.  Avicenna,  (in  74.] 
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tive),  is  self-evident.  For  if  it  be  said  A is  B,  X is 
not  B,  A is  not  C,  X is  C ; their  harmony  or  simi- 
larity is  subverted,  and  we  should  rather  be  war- 
ranted in  arguing  their  discord  and  dissimilarity  in 
other  points.  And  here  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  Ana- 
logy differs  from  Induction  in  this,  that  it  is  not 
limited  to  one  quality,  but  that  it  admits  of  a mix- 
ture of  both. 

In  regard  to  contingent  attributes,  it  is  equally 
manifest  that  the  analogy  cannot  proceed  exclusively 
upon  them.  For,  if  two  things  coincide  in  certain 
accidental  attributes,  (for  example,  two  men  in  respect 
of  stature,  age,  and  dress,)  the  supposition  that  there 
is  a common  principle,  and  a general  similarity 
founded  thereon,  is  very  unlikely. 

To  conclude : Analogy  is  certain  in  proportion, 
r.  To  the  number  of  congruent  observations  ; 2°,  To 
the  number  of  congruent  characters  observed  ; 3°,  To 
the  importance  of  these  characters  and  their  essenti- 
ality to  the  objects ; and,  4°,  To  the  certeinty  that  the 
characters  really  belong  to  the  objects,  and  that  a 
partial  correspondence  exists.®  Like  Induction,  Ana- 
logy can  only  pretend  at  best  to  a high  degree  of 
probability  ; it  may  have  a high  degree  of  certainty, 
but  it  never  reaches  to  necessity. 

Comparing  these  two  processes  together : — “ The 
Analogical  is  distinguished  from  the  Inductive  in  this 
— that  Induction  regards  a single  predicate  in  many 
subjects  as  the  attribute  z in  A,  in  B,  in  C,  in  D, 
in  E,  in  F,  &c.;  and  as  these  many  belong  to  one 
class,  say  Q ; it  is  inferred  that  z will,  likewise,  be 
met  with  in  the  other  things  belonging  to  this  class, 
that  is,  in  all  Qs.  On  the  other  hand,  Analogy  re- 

a Ener,  Loffii,  § 152.  Cl.  Krug,  § 163.  Anm.— Eo. 
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gards  many  attributes  in  one  subject  (say  m,  n,  o,  p,  lect. 

in  A) ; and  as  these  many  are  in  part  found  in  ^ 

another  subject  (say  m,  and  n,  in  B),  it  is  concluded 
that,  in  that  second  thing,  there  will  also  be  found  the 
other  attributes  (say  o and  p).  Through  Induction 
we,  therefore,  endeavour  to  prove  that  one  eharaeter 
belongs,  (or  does  not  belong,)  to  all  the  things  of  a 
certain  class,  because  it  belongs,  (or  does  not  belong,)  to 
many  things  of  that  elass.  Through  Analogy,  on  the 
other  hand,  we  seek  to  prove  that  all  the  eharacters 
of  a thing  belong,  (or  do  not  belong,)  to  another  or 
several  others,  because  many  of  these  characters  be- 
long to  this  other  or  these  others.  In  the  one  it  is 
proclaimed, — One  in  many,  therefore  one  in  all. — In 
the  other  it  is  proclaimed, — Many  in  one,  tlierefore 
all  in  one."  “ 

“ By  these  processes  of  Induction  and  Analogy,  as  induction 
observed,  we  are  unable  to  attain  absolute  certainty  ; jio^t 
— a great  probability  is  all  that  we  can  reach,  and  lutc  cor- 
this  for  the  simple  reason,  that  it  is  impossible,**'”*’^ 
under  any  eondition,  to  infer  the  unobserved  from 
the  observed, — the  whole  from  any  proportion  of  the 
parts, — in  the  way  of  any  rational  neeessity.  Even 
from  the  requisites  of  Induction  and  Analogy,  it  is 
manifest  that  they  bear  the  stamp  of  uncertainty ; 
inasmuch  as  they  are  unable  to  determine  how  many 
objects  or  how  many  characters  must  be  observed,  in 
order  to  draw  the  eonclusion  that  the  ease  is  the  same 
with  all  the  other  objects,  or  with  all  the  other  char- 
acters. It  is  possible  only  in  one  way  to  raise  Indue- 
tion  and  Analogy  from  mere  probability  to  complete 
eertainty, — viz.  to  demonstrate  that  the  principles 
which  lie  at  the  root  of  these  proeesses,  and  which 

a Krug,  Lo4j\k^  § 168.  Amn. — Ed. 
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we  have  already  stated,  are  either  necessary  laws  of 
thought,  or  necessary  laws  of  nature.  To  demonstrate 
that  they  are  necessary  laws  of  thought  is  impossible ; 
for  Logic  not  only  does  not  allow  inference  from 
many  to  all,  but  expressly  rejects  it.  Again,  to  de- 
monstrate that  they  are  necessary  laws  of  nature  is 
equally  impossible.  This  has  indeed  been  attempted, 
from  the  uniformity  of  nature,  but  in  vain.  For  it  is 
incompetent  to  evince  the  necessity  of  the  inference  of 
Induction  and  Analogy  from  the  fact  denominated 
the  law  of  nature ; seeing  that  this  law  itself  can  only 
be  discovered  by  the  way  of  Induction  and  Analogy. 
In  this  attempted  demonstration  there  is  thus  the 
most  glaring  petitio  principii.  The  result  which  has 
been  previously  given  remains,  therefore,  intact : — 
Induction  and  Analogy  guarantee  no  perfect  cer- 
tainty, but  only  a high  degree  of  probability,  while  all 
probability  rests  at  best  upon  Induction  and  Analogy, 
and  nothing  else.”  “ 


a Easer,  Logik,  g 152. — Ed.  [On 
history  and  doctrine  of  the  Logic  of 
Probabilitiee,  see  Leibnitz,  Noaveaux 
£kxiu,  L.  iv.  ch.  zv.  p.  425,  ed. 
Rzzpe.  Wolf,  PhiL  Atf.  | 564  « 
Mq.  Platner,  Phil.  Aphoritmen,  g 
701  (old  edit.)  § 594  (new  edit.) 
Zedler,  Lexikon,  v.  WahrKheinlich. 
Walch,  Lexikon,  Ibid,  Lambert, 
Nriui  Organon,  ii.  p.  318  el  teq, 
Reuseb,  Syntema  Logicam,  g.653  et 
teq.  Hollmann,  Logica,  g 215  et  teq. 


Hoffbauer,  Anfangsgriindeder  Logik, 
g 422  et  teq.  Bolzano,  Logik,  vol.  ii. 
g 161,  Yol.  iii.  g 817.  Bachmann, 
Logik,  g 229  et  teq.  Fries,  Lo- 
gik, g 96  teq.  Prevost,  Esmio 
de  Philosopkie,  iL  L.  L part  iiL  p. 
56.  Kant,  Logik,  Einleitung  z.  Ja. 
cob,  Qrundritt  der  Allgemeincn  Lo- 
gik, g 358,  p.  131  et  teq.,  1800,  Halle. 
Metz,  InitituUnnet  Logica,  g 230  et 
teq.,  p.  171,  1796.] 
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LECTURE  XXXIII. 

MODIFIED  METHODOLOGY. 

SECTION  I. — OF  THE  ACQUISITION  OF  KNOWLEDGE. 

I.  EXPERIENCE. — B.  FOREIGN  : — ORAL  TESTIMONY 
— ITS  CREDIBILITY. 

Having,  in  our  last  Lecture,  terminated  the  Doctrine  leot. 
of  Empirical  Knowledge,  considered  as  obtained  Im- 
mediately — that  is,  through  the  exercise  of  our  own 
powers  of  Observation, — we  are  now  to  enter  on  the 
doctrine  of  Empirical  Knowledge,  considered  as  ob- 
tained Mediately — that  is,  through  the  Experience  of 
Other  Men.  The  following  paragraph  will  afford  you 
a general  notion  of  the  nature  and  kinds  of  this 
knowledge : — 

H CIX.  A matter  of  Observation  or  Empiri-  p»r.  cix. 
cal  Knowledge  can  only  be  obtained  Mediately, 
that  is,  by  one  individual  from  another,  through 
an  enouncement  declaring  it  to  be  true.  This 
cnouncement  is  called,  in  the  most  extensive  sense 
of  the  word,  a WitTiessing  or  Testimony  {testimo- 
nium) ; and  the  person  by  whom  it  is  made  is, 
in  the  same  sense,  called  a Witness  or  Teslijier 
{testis).  The  object  of  the  Testimony  is  called 
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the  Fact  {/actum) ; and  its  validity  constitutes 
what  is  styled  Historical  Credibility  {credibilitas 
historica).  To  estimate  this  credibility,  it  is  re- 
quisite to  consider — 1°,  The  Subjective  Trust- 
worthiness of  the  Witnesses  (Jides  testium),  and 
2°,  The  Objective  Probability  of  the  Fact  itself. 
The  former  is  founded  partly  on  the  Sincerity, 
and  partly  on  the  Competence,  of  the  Witness. 

,The  latter  depends  on  the  Absolute  and  Relative 
Possibility  of  the  Fact  itself.  Testimony  is  either 
Immediate  or  Mediate.  Immediate,  where  the 
fact  reported  is  the  object  of  a Personal  Expe- 
rience ; Mediate,  where  the  fact  reported  is  the 
object  of  a Foreign  Experience.® 

“ It  is  manifest  that  Foreign  Experience,  or  the  ex- 
perience of  other  men,  is  astricted  to  the  same  laws, 
and  its  certainty  measured  by  the  same  criteria,  as  the 
experience  we  carry  through  ourselves.  But  the  ex- 
perience of  the  individual  is  limited,  when  compared 
with  the  experience  of  the  species ; and  if  men  did 
not  possess  the  means  of  communicating  to  each 
other  the  results  of  their  several  observations, — were 
they  unable  to  co-operate  in  accumulating  a stock 
of  knowledge,  and  in  carrying  on  the  progress  of  dis- 
covery,— they  would  never  have  risen  above  the  very 
lowest  steps  in  the  acquisition  of  science.  But  to  this 
mutual  communication  they  are  competent ; and  each 
individual  is  thus  able  to  appropriate  to  his  own 
benefit  the  experience  of  his  fellow-men,  and  to  confer 
on  them  in  return  the  advantages  which  his  own 
observations  may  supply.  But  it  is  evident  that  this 

o Knig,  Logik,  § 172.— Ed.  [Cf.  Schoibler,  Topica,  c,  31.] 
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reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  experi-  lect. 
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ences  among  men,  can  only  be  eflFected  inasmuch  as  1 

one  is  able  to  inform  another  of  what  he  has  himself 
observed,  and  that  the  vehicle  of  this  information  can 
only  be  some  enouncement  in  conventional  signs  of 
one  character  or  another.  The  enouncement  of  what 
has  been  observed  is,  as  stated  in  the  paragraph, 
called  o witnessing,  a hearing  witness,  a testimony, 

&c.,  these  terms  being  employed  in  their  wider  accep- 
tation; and  he  by  whom  this  declaration  is  made, 
and  on  whose  veracity  it  rests,  is  called  a witness, 
voucher,  or  testifier  (testis).”  “ The  term  testimony,  I 
may  notice,  is  sometimes,  by  an  abusive  metonym, 
employed  for  witness ; and  the  word  evidence  is  often 
ambiguously  used  for  testimony,  and  for  the  hearer  of 
testimony, — the  witness. 

“ Such  an  enouncement, — such  a testimony,  is,  how-  Tho  proper 
ever,  necessary  for  others,  only  when  the  experience  TmUmony. 
which  it  communicates  is  beyond  the  compass  of  their 
own  observation.  Hence  it  follows,  that  matters  of 
reasoning  are  not  proper  objects  of  testimony,  since 
matters  of  reasoning,  as  such,  neither  can  rest  nor 
ought  to  rest  on  the  observations  of  others ; for  a 
proof  of  their  certainty  is  equally  competent  to  all, 
and  may  by  all  be  obtained  in  the  manner  in  which  it 
was  originally  obtained  by  those  who  may  bear  wit- 
ness to  their  truth.  And  hence  it  further  follows,  that 
matters  of  experience  alone  are  proper  objects  of  tes- 
timony ; and  of  matters  of  experience  themselves,  such 
only  as  are  beyond  the  sphere  of  our  personal  expe- 
rience. Testimony,  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  term, 
therefore,  is  the  communication  of  an  experience,  or, 

a Easer,  Logit,  § 163. — En. 
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what  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  the  report  of  an 
observed  phaenomenon,  made  to  those  whose  own 
experience  or  observation  has  not  reached  so  far. 

“ The  object  of  testimony,  as  stated  in  the  para- 
graph, is  cdled  the  fact ; the  validity  of  a testimony 
is  called  historical  credibility.  The  testimony  is  either 
immediate  or  mediate.  Immediate,  when  the  witness 
has  himself  observed  the  fact  to  which  he  testifies ; 
mediate,  when  the  witness  has  not  himself  had  experi- 
ence of  this  fact,  but  has  received  it  on  the  testimony 
of  others.  The  former,  the  immediate  witness,  is 
commonly  styled  an  eye-vntness  {testis  oculaim) ; and 
the  latter,  the  mediate  witness,  an  ear-witness  {testis 
auritvs).  The  superiority  of  immediate  to  mediate 
testimony  is  expressed  by  Plautus,  * Pluris  est  oculatus 
testis  unus,  quam  auriti  decem.’“  These  denominations, 
eye  and  ear  wit  ness,  are,  however,  as  synonyms  of  im- 
medioie  and  mediate  witness,  not  always  either  appli- 
cable or  correct.  The  person  on  whose  testimony  a 
fact  is  mediately  reported,  is  called  the  guarantee,  or 
he  on  whose  authority  it  rests ; and  the  guarantee 
himself  may  be  again  either  an  immediate  or  a medi- 
ate witness.  In  the  latter  case  he  is  called  a second- 
hand or  intermediate  witness ; and  his  testimony  is 
commonly  styled  hearsay  evidence.  Further,  Testi- 
mony, whether  immediate  or  mediate,  is  either  partied 
or  complete ; either  consistent  or  contradictory.  These 
distinctions  require  no  comment.  Finally,  testimony 
is  either  direct  or  indirect.  Direct,  when  the  witness 
has  no  motive  but  that  of  making  known  the  fact ; 
indirect,  when  he  is  actuated  to  this  by  other  ends.”  P 


« Trueulmtus,  II.  vi.  8.  Of. 
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The  only  question  in  reference  to  Testimony  is  that  lbct. 

^ XXXIII 

which  regards  its  Credibility ; and  the  question  con- ^ 

cerning  the  credibility  of  the  witness  may  be  compre- 
bended  under  that  touching  the  Credibility  of  Testi-  biiuj^r 
mony.  The  order  I shall  follow  in  the  subsequent 
observations  is  this, — I shall,  in  the  first  place,  con- 
sider  the  Credibility  of  Testimony  in  general ; and,  in 
the  second,  consider  the  Credibility  of  Testimony  in  its 
particular  forms  of  Immediate  and  Mediate. 

First,  then,  in  regard  to  the  Credibility  of  Testi- 
mony in  general : — When  we  inquire  whether  a cer- 
tain testimony  is,  or  is  not,  deserving  of  credit,  there 
are  two  things  to  be  considered : 1°,  The  Object  of 
the  Testimony,  that  is,  the  fact  or  facts  for  the  truth 
of  which  the  testimony  vouches ; and,  2°,  The  Subject 
of  the  Testimony,  that  is,  the  person  or  persons  by 
whom  the  testimony  is  borne.  The  question,  therefore, 
concerning  the  Credibility  of  Testimony,  thus  natu- 
rally subdivides  itself  into  two.  Of  these  questions, 
the  first  asks,  — What  are  the  conditions  of  the 
credibility  of  a testimony  by  reference  to  what  is 
testified,  that  is,  in  relation  to  the  Object  of  the  testi- 
mony ? The  second  asks, — What  are  the  conditions 
of  the  credibility  of  a testimony  by  reference  to  him 
who  testifies,  that  is,  in  relation  to  the  Subject  of  the 
testimony  ? “ Of  these  in  their  order. 

On  the  first  question. — “ In  regard  to  the  matter  i.  cr»di- 
testified,  that  is,  in  regard  to  the  object  of  the  testi- 
mony,  it  is,  first  of  all,  a requisite  condition,  that 
what  is  reported  to  be  true  should  be  possible,  both 
absolutely,  or  as  an  object  of  the  Elaborative  Faculty,  ^Yi«iute 
and  relatively,  or  as  an  object  of  the  Presentative 

a Cf.  Ewer,  Logit,  § 164.  —Ed. 
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i.E^.  Faculties, — Perception,  External  or  Internal.  A thing 
^ 1 is  possible  absolutely,  or  in  itself,  when  it  can  be  con- 

strued to  thought,  that  is,  when  it  is  not  inconsistent 
with  the  logical  laws  of  thinking ; a thing  is  relatively 
possible  as  an  object  of  Perception,  External  or  Inter- 
nal, when  it  can  affect  Sense  or  Self-consciousness, 
and,  through  such  affection,  determine  its  apprehen- 
sion by  one  or  other  of  these  faculties.  A testimony 
is,  therefore,  to  be  unconditionally  rejected,  if  the  fact 
which  it  reports  be  either  in  itself  impossible,  or  im- 
possible as  an  object  of  the  Presentative  Faculties. 
phjn«f*i  But  the  impossibility  of  a thing,  as  an  object  of  these 
phyiici  faculties,  must  be  decided  either  upon  physical,  or 

bilU^  upon  metaphysical,  principles.  A thing  is  physically 

impossible  as  an  object  of  sense,  when  the  existence 
itself,  or  its  perception  by  ns,  is,  by  the  laws  of  the 
material  world,  impossible.  It  is  metaphysically  im- 
possible, when  the  object  itself,  or  its  perception,  is  pos- 
sible neither  through  a natural,  nor  through  a super- 
natural, agency.  But,  to  establish  the  physical  impos- 
sibility of  a thing,  it  is  not  suflBcient  that  its  existence 
cannot  be  explained  by  the  ordinary  laws  of  nature, 
or  even  that  its  existence  should  appear  repugnant 
with  these  laws ; it  is  requisite  that  an  universal  and 
immutable  law  of  nature  should  have  been  demon- 
strated to  exist,  and  that  this  law  would  be  subverted 
if  the  fact  in  question  were  admitted  to  be  physically 
possible.  In  like  manner,  to  constitute  the  metaphy- 
sical impossibility  of  a thing,  it  is  by  no  means  enough 
to  show  that  it  is  not  explicable  on  natural  laws,  or  even 
that  any  natural  law  stands  opposed  to  it ; it  is  further 
requisite  to  prove  that  the  intervention  even  of  super- 
natural agency  is  incompetent  to  its  production,  that 
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its  existence  would  involve  the  violation  of  some  lect. 
necessary  principle  of  reason.  1 

“ To  establish  the  credibility  of  a testimony,  in  so 

r ^ • y t \ ^ n * 1 * PoMibility 

far  as  this  is  regulated  by  the  nature  of  its  object,  «f 
there  is,  besides  the  proof  of  the  absolute  possibility 
of  this  object,  required  also  a proof  of  its  relative 
possibility ; that  is,  there  must  not  only  be  no  contra- 
diction between  its  necessary  attributes, — the  attri- 
butes by  which  it  must  be  thought, — but  no  contra- 
diction between  the  attributes  actually  assigned  to  it 
by  the  testimony.  A testimony,  therefore,  which,  qua 
testimony,  is  self-contradictory,  can  lay  no  claim  to 
credibility ; for  what  is  self-contradictory  is  logically 
suicidal.  And  here  the  only  question  is, — Does  the 
testimony,  qua  testimony,  contradict  itself  ? for  if  the 
repugnancy  arise  from  an  opinion  of  the  witness,  apart 
from  which  the  testimony  as  such  would  still  stand 
undisproved,  in  that  case  the  testimony  is  not  at  once 
to  be  repudiated  as  false.  For  example,  it  would  be 
wrong  to  reject  a testimony  to  the  existence  of  a 
thing,  because  the  witness  had  to  his  evidence  of  its 
observed  reality  annexed  some  conjecture  in  regard 
to  its  origin  or  cause.  For  the  latter  might  well  be 
shown  to  be  absurd,  and  yet  the  former  would  re- 
main unshaken.  It  is,  therefore,  always  to  be  ob- 
served, that  it  is  only  the  self  - contradiction  of  a 
testimony,  qua  testimony,  that  is,  the  self-contradic- 
tion of  the  fact  itself,  which  is  peremptorily  and  irre- 
vocably subversive  of  its  credibility. 

“ We  now  proceed  to  the  second  question  ; that  is,  2*,  The 
to  consider  in  general  the  Credibility  of  a lestimony  thexeeii- 
by  reference  to  its  Subject,  that  is,  in  relation  to  the 
Personal  Trustworthiness  of  the  Witness.  The  trust-  worthinca 
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worthiness  of  a witness  consists  of  two  elements  or 
conditions.  In  the  first  place,  he  must  be  willing,  in 
the  second  place,  he  must  be  able,  to  report  the  truth. 
The  first  of  these  elements  is  the  Honesty, — the  Sin- 
cerity,— the  Veracity ; the  second  is  the  Competency 
of  the  witness.  Both  are  equally  necessary,  and  if 
one  or  other  be  deficient,  the  testimony  becomes  alto- 
gether null.  These  constituents,  likewise,  do  not  infer 
each  other ; for  it  frequently  happens  that  where  the 
honesty  is  greatest  the  competency  is  least,  and  where 
the  competeney  is  greatest  the  honesty  is  least.  But 
when  the  veracity  of  a witness  is  established,  there  is 
established  also  a presumption  of  his  competency ; for 
an  honest  man  will  not  bear  evidence  to  a point  in 
regard  to  which  his  recollection  is  not  precise,  or  to 
the  observation  of  which  he  had  not  accorded  the 
requisite  attention.  In  truth,  when  a fact  depends 
on  the  testimony  of  a single  witness,  the  competency 
of  that  witness  is  solely  guaranteed  by  his  honesty. 
In  regard  to  the  honesty  of  a witness, — this,  though 
often  admitting  of  the  highest  probability,  never  ad- 
mits of  absolute  certainty;  for,  though,  in  many  cases, 
we  may  know  enough  of  the  general  character  of  the 
witness  to  rely  with  perfect  confidence  on  his  veracity, 
in  no  case  can  we  look  into  the  heart,  and  observe 
the  influence  which  motives  have  actually  had  upon 
his  volitions.  We  are,  however,  compelled,  in  many 
of  the  most  important  concerns  of  our  existence,  to 
depend  on  the  testimony,  and,  consequently,  to  confide 
in  the  sincerity,  of  others.  But  from  the  moral  con- 
stitution of  human  nature,  we  are  warranted  in  pre- 
suming on  the  honesty  of  a witness;  and  this  pre- 
sumption is  enhanced  in  proportion  as  the  following 
circumstances  concur  in  its  confirmation.  In  the 
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first  place,  a witness  is  to  be  presumed  veracious,  in  lect. 

this  case,  in  proportion  as  his  love  of  truth  is  already 1 

established  from  others.  In  the  second  place,  a wit-  „f 
ness  is  to  be  presumed  veracious,  in  proportion  as  he  if®, 
has  fewer  and  weaker  motives  to  falsify  his  testimony. 

In  the  third  place,  a witness  is  to  be  presumed  vera- 
cious,  in  proportion  to  the  likelihood  of  contradiction 
which  his  testimony  would  encounter,  if  he  deviated 
from  the  truth.  So  much  for  the  Sincerity,  Honesty, 
or  Veracity  of  a witness. 

“ In  regard  to  the  Competency  or  Ability  of  a wit-  ^ Com|w- 
ness, — this,  in  general,  depends  on  the  supposition,  that  witne«. 
he  has  had  it  in  his  power  correctly  to  observe  the 
fact  to  which  he  testifies,  and  correctly  to  report  it 
The  presumption  in  favour  of  the  competence  of  a cireum- 
witness  rises,  in  proportion  as  the  following  conditions  w'hl'cTthe 
are  fulfilled  : — In  the  first  place,  he  must  be  presumed  tion  of  corn- 
competent  in  reference  to  the  case  in  hand,  in  proper- 
tion  as  his  general  ability  to  observe  and  to  commu- 
nicate his  observation  has  been  established  in  other 
cases.  In  the  second  place,  the  competency  of  a wit- 
ness must  be  presumed,  in  proportion  as  in  the  par- 
ticidar  case  a lower  and  commoner  amount  of  ability 
is  requisite  rightly  to  observe,  and  rightly  to  report 
the  observation.  In  the  third  place,  the  competency 
of  a witness  is  to  be  presumed,  in  proportion  as  it  is 
not  to  be  presumed  that  his  observation  was  made  or 
communicated  at  a time  when  he  was  unable  correctly 
to  make  or  correctly  to  communicate  it.  So  much 
for  the  Competency  of  a witness. 

“Now,  when  both  the  good  will  and  the  ability, 
that  is,  when  both  the  Veracity  and  Competence,  of  a 
witness  have  been  sufficiently  established,  the  credi- 
bility  of  his  testimony  is  not  to  be  invalidated  be-f«tK»i>- 
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cause  the  fact  which  it  goes  to  prove  is  one  out  of  the 
ordinary  course  of  experience.”  “ Thus  it  would  be 
false  to  assert,  with  Hume,  that  miracles,  that  is,  sus- 
pensions of  the  ordinary  laws  of  nature,  are  incap- 
able of  proofs  because  contradicted  by  w'hat  we  have 
been  able  to  observe.  “ On  the  contrary,  where  the 
trustworthiness  of  a witness  or  witnesses  is  unim- 
peachable, the  very  circumstance  that  the  object  is 
one  in  itself  unusual  and  marvellous,  adds  greater 
weight  to  the  testimony  ; for  this  very  circumstance 
would  itself  induce  men  of  veracity  and  intelligence 
to  accord  a more  attentive  scrutiny  to  the  fact,  and 
secure  from  them  a more  accurate  report  of  their  ob- 
servation. 

“ The  result  of  what  has  now  been  stated  in  regard 
to  the  credibility  of  Testimony  in  general,  is  : — That 
a testimony  is  entitled  to  credit,  when  the  requisite 
conditions,  both  on  the  part  of  the  object  and  on  the 
part  of  the  subject,  have  been  fulfilled.  On  the  part 
of  the  object  these  are  fulfilled,  when  the  object  is 
absolutely  possible,  as  an  object  of  the  higher  faculty 
of  experience, — the  Understanding, — the  Elaborative 
Faculty,  and  relatively  possible,  as  an  object  of  the 
lower  or  subsidiary  faculties  of  experience, — Sense,  and 
Self-consciousness.  In  this  case,  the  testimony,  qua 
testimony,  does  not  contradict  itself.  On  the  part  of 
the  subject,  the  requisite  conditions  are  fulfilled,  when 
the  trustworthiness,  that  is,  the  veracity  and  compe- 
tency of  the  witness,  is  beyond  reasonable  doubt.  In 
regard  to  the  veracity  of  the  witness, — this  cannot  be 
reasonably  doubted,  when  there  is  no  positive  ground 
on  which  to  discredit  the  sincerity  of  the  witness,  and 
when  the  only  ground  of  doubt  lies  in  the  mere  gen- 

a Euer,  Lo^'t,  § 154.— Ea 
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eral  possibility  of  deception.  And  in  reference  to  the  lect. 
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competency  of  a witness, — this  is  exposed  to  no  rea-  1 

sonable  objeetion,  when  the  ability  of  the  witness  to 
observe  and  to  communicate  the  fact  in  testimony 
cannot  be  disallowed.  Having,  therefore,  concluded 
the  consideration  of  testimony  in  general,  we  proceed 
to  treat  of  it  in  special,  that  is,  in  so  far  as  it  is 
viewed  either  as  Immediate  or  as  Mediate.”®  Of 
these  in  their  order. 

The  special  consideration  of  Testimony,  when  that  n.  Twii- 
testimony  is  Immediate. — “ An  immediate  testimony,  ?pccf»i"iu 

. r*  1 1 . . 1 • 1 1 ^ ImnKNiiaio 

or  testimony  at  nrst  hand,  is  one  m which  the  fact  »od  Med.- 
reported  is  an  object  of  the  proper  or  personal  expe-  I’/immc- 
rience  of  the  reporter.  Now  it  is  manifest,  that  an  mony. 
immediate  witness  is  in  general  better  entitled  to  cre- 
dit than  a witness  at  second  hand ; and  his  testimony 
rises  in  probability,  in  proportion  as  the  requisites, 
already  specified,  both  on  the  part  of  its  object  and  on 
the  part  of  its  subject,  are  fulfilled.  An  immediate 
testimony  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  credit, — 1°,  In  pro- 
portion to  the  greater  ability  with  which  the  obser  “ Conditions 
vation  has  been  made ; 2°,  In  proportion  to  the  less  biuiy. 
impediment  in  the  way  of  the  observation  being  per- 
fectly accomplished ; 3°,  In  proportion  as  what  was 
observed  could  be  fully  and  accutafely  remembered ; 
and,  4°,  In  proportion  as  the  facts  observed  and  re- 
membered have  been  communicated  by  intelligible 
and  unambiguous  signs. 

“ Now,  whether  all  these  conditions  of  a higher  whotb« 
credibility  be  fulfilled  in  the  case  of  any  immediate  condiul^iu 
testimony, — this  cannot  be  directly  and  at  once  as-  STtbe  <Jo 
certained,  it  can  only  be  inferred,  with  greater  orm«Si!ti“’ 
less  certainty,  from  the  qualities  of  the  witness ; and,  LISTS’ 

directly 

a Esaer,  Logik,  § 154.— Ed.  ..  aaoettaioed. 
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consequently,  the  validity  of  a testimony  can  only  be 
accurately  estimated  from  a critical  knowledge  of  the 
personal  character  of  the  witness,  as  given  in  his  in- 
telleetual  and  moral  qualities,  and  in  the  circum- 
stances of  his  life,  which  have  concurred  to  modify 
and  determine  these.  The  veracity  of  a witness  either 
is,  or  is  not,  exempt  from  doubt;  and,  in  the  latter  case, 
it  may  not  only  lie  open  to  doubt,  but  even  be  ex- 
posed to  suspicion.  If  the  sincerity  of  the  witness  be 
indubitable,  a direct  testimony  is  always  preferable  to 
an  indirect ; for  a direct  testimony  being  made  with 
the  sole  intent  of  establishing  tho  certainty  of  the  fact 
in  question,  the  competency  of  the  witness  is  less  ex- 
posed to  objection.  If,  on  the  contrary,  the  sincerity 
of  the  witness  be  not  beyond  a doubt,  and,  still  more, 
if  it  be  actually  suspected,  in  that  case  an  indirect 
testimony  is  of  higher  cogency  than  a direct;  for 
the  indirect  testimony  being  given  with  another  view 
than  merely  to  establish  the  fact  in  question,  the  in- 
tention of  the  witness  to  falsify  the  truth  of  the  fact 
has  not  so  strong  a presumption  in  its  favour.  If  both 
the  sincerity  and  the  competency  of  the  witness  are 
altogether  indubitable,  it  is  then  of  no  importance 
whether  the  truth  of  the  fact  be  vouched  for  by  a 
single  witness,  or  by  a plurality  of  witnesses.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  sincerity  and  competency  of  the 
witness  be  at  all  doubtful,  the  credibility  of  a testi- 
mony will  be  greater,  the  greater  the  number  of  the 
witnesses  by  whom  the  fact  is  corroborated.  But  here 
it  is  to  be  considered,  that  when  there  are  a plurality 
of  testimonies  to  the  same  fact,  these  testimonies  are 
either  consistent  or  inconsistent.  If  the  testimonies 
be  consistent,  and  the  sincerity  and  competency  of  all 
the  witnesses  complete,  in  that  case  the  testimony 
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attains  the  highest  degree  of  probability  of  which  any  lect. 

testimony  is  capable.  Again,  if  the  witnesses  be  in- 1 

consistent, — on  this  hypothesis  two  cases  are  pos- 
sible ; for  either  their  discrepancy  is  negative,  or  it 
is  positive.  A negative  discrepancy  arises  where  one 
witness  passes  over  in  silence  what  another  witness 
positively  avera  A positive  discrepancy  arises,  where 
one  witness  explicitly  affirms  something,  which  some- 
thing another  witness  explicitly  denies.  When  the 
difference  of  testimonies  is  merely  negative,  we  may 
suppose  various  causes  of  the  silence ; and,  therefore, 
the  positive  averment  of  one  witness  to  a fact  is  not 
disproved  by  the  mere  circumstance,  that  the  same 
fact  is  omitted  by  another.  But  if  it  be  made  out, 
that  the  witness  who  omits  mention  of  the  fact,  could 
not  have  been  ignorant  of  that  fact  had  it  taken  place, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  that  he  could  not  have  passed 
it  over  without  violating  every  probability  of  human 
action, — in  this  case,  the  silence  of  the  one  witness 
manifestly  derogates  from  the  credibility  of  the  other 
witness,  and  in  certain  circumstances  may  annihilate 
it  altogether.  Where,  again,  the  difference  is  positive, 
the  discrepancy  is  of  greater  importance,  because, 
(though  there  are  certainly  exceptions  to  the  rule,) 
an  overt  contradiction  is,  in  general  and  in  itself,  of 
stronger  cogency  than  a mere  non-confirmation  by 
simple  silence.  Now  the  positive  discrepancy  of  tes- 
timonies either  admits  of  conciliation,  or  it  does  not. 

In  the  former  case,  the  credibility  of  the  several  testi- 
monies stands  intact ; and  the  discrepancy  among  the 
witnesses  is  to  be  accounted  for  by  such  circumstances 
as  explain,  without  invalidating,  the  testimony  con- 
sidered in  itself.  In  the  latter  case,  one  testimony 
manifestly  detracts  from  the  credibility  of  another ; 
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for  of  incompatible  testimonies,  while  both  cannot  be 
true,  the  one  must  be  false,  when  reciprocally  contra- 
dictory, or  they  may  both  be  false,  when  reciprocally 
contrary.  In  this  case,  the  whole  question  resolves 
itself  into  one  of  the  greater  or  less  trustworthiness  of 
the  opposing  witnesses.  Is  the  trustworthiness  of  the 
counter-witnesses  equally  great  1 In  that  case,  neither 
of  the  conflictive  testimonies  is  to  be  admitted.  Again, 
is  the  trustworthiness  of  the  witnesses  not  upon  a par  ? 
In  that  case,  the  testimony  of  the  witness  whose  trust- 
worthiness is  the  greater,  obtains  the  preference, — and 
this  more  especially  if  the  credibility  of  the  other  wit- 
nesses is  suspected.”  “ 

So  much  for  the  Credibility  of  Testimony,  considered 
in  Special,  in  so  far  as  that  testimony  is  Immediate  or 
at  First  Hand ; and  I now,  in  the  second  place,  pass  on 
to  consider,  likewise  in  special,  the  Credibility  of  Testi- 
mony, in  so  far  as  that  testimony  is  Mediate,  or  at 
Second  Hand. 

“ A Mediate  Testimony  is  one  where  the  fact  is  an 
object  not  of  Personal,  but  of  Foreign,  Experience. 
Touching  the  credibility  of  a mediate  testimony,  this 
supposes  that  the  report  of  the  immediate,  and 
the  report  of  the  mediate,  Mdtness  are  both  trust- 
worthy. Whether  the  report  of  the  immediate  witness 
be  trustworthy, — this  we  are  either  of  ourselves  able  to 
determine,  viz.,  from  our  personal  acquaintance  with 
his  veracity  and  competence ; or  we  are  unable  of 
ourselves  to  do  this,  in  which  case  the  credibility  of 
the  immediate  must  be  taken  upon  the  authority  of 
the  mediate  witness.  Here,  however,  it  is  necessaiy 
for  us  to  be  aware,  that  the  mediate  witness  is  pos- 
sessed of  the  ability  requisite  to  estimate  the  credi- 

a Etuer,  Logik,  8 155. — Eo. 
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bility  of  the  immediate  witness,  and  of  the  honesty  to  lect. 
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communicate  the  truth  without  retrenchment  or  fal-  1 

sification.  But  if  the  trustworthiness  both  of  the 
mediate  and  of  the  immediate  witness  be  sufficiently 
established,  it  is  of  no  consequence,  in  regard  to  the 
credibility  of  a testimony,  whether  it  be  at  first  hand 
or  at  .second.  Nay,  the  testimony  of  a mediate  may 
even  tend  to  confirm  the  testimony  of  an  immediate 
witness,  when  his  own  competence  fairly  to  appreciate 
the  report  of  the  immediate  witness  is  indubitable. 

If,  however,  the  credibility  of  the  immediate  witness  be 
unimpeachable,  but  not  so  the  credibility  of  the  medi- 
ate, in  that  case  the  mediate  testimony,  in  respect  of  its 
authority,  is  inferior  to  the  immediate,  and  this  in  the 
same  proportion  as  the  credibility  of  the  second  hand 
witness  is  inferior  to  that  of  the  witness  at  first  hand. 
Further,  mediate  witnesses  are  either  Proximate  or 
Remote ; and,  in  both  cases,  either  Independent  or  De-  m cuh^ 
pendent.  The  trustworthiness  of  proximate  witnesses  or  Remote, 
is,  in  general,  greater  than  the  trustworthiness  of  re-  “Iit'iien" 
mote ; and  the  credibility  of  independent  witnesses  ikpe^deot. 
greater  than  the  credibility  of  dependent.  The  re- 
mote witness  is  unworthy  of  belief,  when  the  inter- 
mediate links  are  wanting  between  him  and  the 
original  witness ; and  the  dependent  witness  deserves 
no  credit,  when  that  on  which  his  evidence  depends 
is  recognised  as  false  or  unestablished.  Mediate  tes- 
timonies are,  likewise,  either  direct  or  indirect ; and, 
likewise,  when  more  than  one,  cither  reciprocally  con- 
gruent or  conflictive.  In  both  cases  the  credibility  of 
the  witnesses  is  to  be  determined  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  the  testimonies  were  immediate. 

“ The  testimony  of  a plurality  of  mediate  witnesses,  numour,— 
where  there  is  no  recognised  immediate  witness,  is  Tradiiiun. 
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called  a rumour,  if  the  witnesses  be  contemporaneous ; 
and  a tradition,  if  the  witnesses  be  chronologically 
successive.  These  are  both  less  entitled  to  credit,  in 
proportion  as  in  either  case  a fiction  or  falsification  of 
the  fact  is  comparatively  easy,  and,  consequently, 
comparatively  probable.”  “ 

a Eaaer,  Loffik,  § 156. — Ed. 
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LECTURE  XXXIV. 

MODIFIED  METHODOLOGY. 

SECTION  I. — OF  THE  ACQUISITION  OF  KNOWLEDGE. 

I.  EXPERIENCE. — B.  FOREIGN: — RECORDED  TESTIMONY 
AND  WRITINGS  IN  GENERAL. 

II.  SPECULATION. 

In  our  last  Lecture,  we  were  engaged  in  the  considera-  lfxtt. 
tion  of  Testimony,  and  the  Principles  by  which  its  Cre- 
dibility  is  governed ; on  the  supposition  always  that 
we  possess  the  veritable  report  of  the  witness  whose 
testimony  it  professes  to  be,  and  on  the  supposition 
that  we  are  at  no  loss  to  understand  its  meaning  and 
purport.  But  questions  may  arise  in  regard  to  these 
points,  and,  therefore,  there  is  a further  critical  process 
requisite,  in  order  to  establish  the  Authenticity,  the 
Integrity,  and  the  Signification,  of  the  documents  in 
which  the  testimony  is  conveyed.  This  leads  us  to  the 
important  subject, — the  Criticism  of  Recorded  Testi- 
mony, and  of  Writings  in  general  I shall  comprise 
the  heads  of  the  following  observations  on  this  sub- 
ject in  the  ensuing  paragraph  : — 

t CX.  The  examination  and  judgment  ofp«r.  ex. 
Writings  professing  to  contain  the  testimony  of  MdTn™r- 
certain  witnesses,  and  of  Writings  in  General  .pro- 
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fcasing  to  be  the  work  of  certain  authors,  is  of 
two  parts.  For  the  inquiry  regards  either,  1°, 
The  Authenticity  of  the  document,  that  is, 
whether  it  be,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  product 
of  its  ostensible  author  ; for  ancient  writings  in 
particular  are  frequently  supposititious  or  inter- 
polated ; or,  2°,  It  regards  the  Meaning  of  the 
words  of  which  it  is  composed,  for  these,  espe- 
cially when  in  languages  now  dead,  are  frequently 
obscure.  The  former  of  these  problems  is  re- 
solved by  the  Art  of  Criticism  (Critica),  in  the 
stricter  sense  of  the  term ; the  latter  by  the  A rt 
of  Interpretation  {Exegctica  or  Ilermeneutica). 
Criticism  is  of  two  kinds.  If  it  be  occupied  with 
the  criteria  of  the  authenticity  of  a writing  in  its 
totality,  or  in  its  principal  parts,  it  is  called  the 
Higher,  and  sometimes  the  Internal,  Criticism. 
If,  again,  it  consider  only  the  integrity  of  particu- 
lar words  and  phrases,  it  is  called  the  Lower,  and 
sometimes  the  External,  Criticism.  The  former 
of  these  may  perhaps  be  best  styled  the  Criticism 
of  Authenticity;  the  latter,  the  Criticism  of 
Integrity. 

The  problem  which  Interpretation  has  to  solve 
is, — To  discover  and  expound  the  meaning  of  a 
writer,  from  the  words  in  which  his  thoughts  are 
expressed.  It  departs  from  the  principle,  that 
however  manifold  be  the  possible  meanings  of 
the  expressions,  the  sense  of  the  xvriter  is  one. 
Interpretation,  by  reference  to  its  sources  or  sub- 
sidia,  has  been  divided  into  the  Grammatical,  the 
Historical,  and  the  Philosop>hical,  Exegesis.’' 

a C'f.  Krug,  Logit,  ^ 177  ct  seq. — Kiesewettcr,  Lnipt,  p.  ii.  § IS.'i  et 

t).  ISnoU,  Logit,  p.  ii.  § G,  p.  195.  .tey,] 
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“ Testimonies,  especially  when  the  ostensible  wit-  lect. 

nesses  themselves  can  no  longer  be  interrogated,  may 1 

be  subjected  to  an  examination  under  various  forms ; 
and  this  examination  is  in  fact  indispensable,  seeing 
not  only  that  a false  testimony  may  be  substituted  for 
a true,  and  a testimony  true  upon  the  whole  may  yet 
be  falsified  in  its  parts, — a practice  which  prevailed  to 
a great  extent  in  ancient  times ; while  at  the  same  time 
the  meaning  of  the  testimony,  by  reason  either  of  the 
foreign  character  of  the  language  in  which  it  is  ex- 
pressed, or  of  the  foreign  character  of  thought  in  which 
it  is  conceived,  may  be  obscure  and  undetermined. 

The  examination  of  a testimony  is  twofold,  inasmuch  The  «»- 
as  it  is  either  an  examination  of  its  Authenticity  and  a tdtimooy 
Integrity,  or  an  examination  of  its  Meaning.  This  if  iu  a!T 
twofold  process  of  examination  is  applicable  to  testi- 
moniea  of  every  kind,  but  it  becomes  indispensable  "1  niiliing. 
when  the  testimony  has  been  recorded  in  writing,  and  . 
when  this,  from  its  antiquity,  has  come  down  to  us 
only  in  transcripts,  indefinitely  removed  from  the 
original,  and  when  the  witnesses  are  men  differing 
greatly  from  ourselves  in  language,  manners,  customs, 
and  associations  of  thought.  The  solution  of  the  criticinn. 
problem, — By  what  laws  are  the  authenticity  or 
spuriousness,  the  integrity  or  corruption,  of  a witing 
to  be  determined! — constitutes  the  Art  of  Criticism,  in 

its  stricter  si^ification  (Critica) ; and  the  solution  of  int»rj>reu- 
1 1 1 1 1 • 1 • -'ion- 

the  problem, — By  what  law  is  the  sense  or  meaning  of 

writing  to  be  determined  ? — constitutes  the  Art  of  In- 
terpretation or  Exposition  {Hei'meneutica,  Exegetica). 

In  theory.  Criticism  ought  to  precede  Interpretation, 
for  the  question, — Who  has  spoken  ? naturally  arises 
before  the  question, — How  is  what  has  been  spoken  to 
be  understood  ? But  in  practice,  criticism  and  inter- 

VOL.  II.  N 
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I.  Criticism. 


Its  proli* 
toms. 


Dniveml 

Oritieinn. 


Sn^iftl 

Criticism. 


Universal 
Criticism 
alone  wiUiin 
the  sphere 
of  Logic. 


Its  Divi* 
•ions. 


pretation  cannot  be  separated  ; for  in  application  they 
proceed  hand  in  hand.”  * 

“ First,  then,  of  Criticism,  and  the  question  that  pre- 
sents itself  in  the  threshold  is, — What  are  its  Defini- 
tion and  Divisions  ? Under  Criticism  is  to  be  under- 
stood the  complement  of  logical  rules,  by  which  the 
authenticity  or  spuriousness,  the  integrity  or  interpo- 
lation, of  a writing  is  to  be  judged.  The  problems 
which  it  proposes  to  auswer  are — 1°,  Does  a writing 
really  proceed  from  the  author  to  whom  it  is  ascribed  1 
and,  2°,  Is  a writing,  as  we  possess  it,  in  all  its  parts 
the  same  as  it  came  from  the  hands  of  its  author '( 
The  system  of  fundamental  rules,  which  are  supposed 
in  judging  of  the  authenticity  and  integrity  of  every 
writing,  constitutes  what  is  called  the  Doctrine  of 
Universal  Criticism;  and  the  system  of  particular 
rules,  by  which  the  authenticity  and  integrity  of 
writings  of  a certain  kind  are  judged,  constitutes  the 
doctrine  of  what  is  called  Special  Criticism.  It  is 
manifest,  from  the  nature  of  Logic,  that  the  doctrine 
of  Universal  Criticism  is  alone  within  its  sphere.  Now 
Universal  Criticism  is  conversant  either  with  the 
authenticity  or  spuriousness  of  a writing  considered 
as  a whole,  or  with  the  integrity  or  interpolation  of 
certain  parts.  In  the  former  case  it  is  called  Higher, 
in  the  latter  Lower,  Criticism ; but  these  denomina- 
tions are  inappropriate.  The  one  criticism  has  also 
been  styled  the  Internal,  the  other  the  External ; but 
these  appellations  are,  likewise,  exceptionable;  and, 
perhaps,  it  would  be  preferable  to  call  the  former  the 
Criticism  of  the  Authenticity,  the  latter,  the  Criticism 
of  the  Integrity,  of  a work.  I shall  consider  these  in 
particular,  and,  first,  of  the  Criticism  of  Authenticity. 


a Eg.wr,  Logik,  J 157. — Ed. 
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“A  proof  of  the  authenticity  of  a writing,  more  lect. 

especially  of  an  ancient  writing,  can  be  rested  only ^ 

upon  two  grounds, — an  Internal  and  an  External, — Jr 
and  on  these  either  apart  or  in  combination.  By  in- 
temal  grounds,  we  mean  those  indications  of  authen- 
ticity which  the  writing  itself  affords.  By  external 
grounds,  we  denote  the  testimony  borne  by  other 
works  of  a corresponding  antiquity,  to  the  authen- 
ticity of  the  writing  in  question. 

“ In  regard  to  the  Internal  Grounds ; — it  is  evident, ».  intcmai 
without  entering  upon  details,  that  these  cannot  ofTiieTo’ 
themselves,  that  is,  apart  from  the  external  grounds, 
afford  evidence  capable  of  establishing  beyond  a doubt  Mtawiii. 
the  authenticity  of  an  ancient  writing;  for  we  can  ticity  of  % 
easily  conceive  that  an  able  and  learned  forger  may 
accommodate  his  fabrications  both  to  all  the  general 
circumstances  of  time,  place,  people,  and  language, 
under  which  it  is  supposed  to  have  been  written,  and 
even  to  all  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  style, 
habit  of  thought,  personal  relations,  &c.,  of  the  author 
by  whom  it  professes  to  have  been  written,  so  that 
everything  may  militate  for,  and  nothing  militate 
against,  its  authenticity. 

“ But  if  our  criticism  from  the  internal  grounds  But  omni- 
alone  be,  on  the  one  hand,  impotent  to  establish,  it  is,  Suprove 
on  the  other,  omnipotent  to  disprove.  For  it  is  suflS- 
cient  to  show  that  a writing  is  in  essential  parts,  that 
is,  parts  which  cannot  be  separated  from  the  whole, 
in  opposition  to  the  known  manners,  institutions, 
usages,  &c.,  of  that  people  with  which  it  would,  and 
must,  have  been  in  harmony,  were  it  the  product  of 
the  writer  whose  name  it  bears ; that,  on  the  contrary, 
it  bears  upon  its  face  indications  of  another  country 
or  of  a later  age ; and,  finally,  that  it  is  at  variance 
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i.ECT.  with  the  personal  circumstances,  the  turn  of  mind, 
— ^ ^ and  the  pitch  of  intellect,  of  its  pretended  author. 
And  here  it  is  to  be  noticed,  that  these  grounds  are 
only  relatively  internal ; for  we  become  aware  of 
them  originally  only  through  the  testimony  of  others, 
that  is,  through  external  grounds.”  “ 
b.  Extm»i  In  regard  to  the  External  Grounds : — they,  as  I 

Orouadi.  . . , . ...  . 

said,  consist  in  the  testimony,  direct  or  indirect,  given 
to  the  authenticity  of  the  writing  in  question  by  other 
works  of  a competent  antiquity.  This  testimony  may 
be  contained  either  in  other  and  admitted  writings  of 
the  supposed  author  himself ; or  in  those  of  contem- 
porary writers;  or  in  those  of  writers  approximat- 
ing in  antiquity.  This  testimony  may  also  be  given 
either  directly,  by  attribution  of  the  disputed  writing 
by  title  to  the  author ; or  indirectly,  by  quoting  as 
his,  certain  passages  which  are  to  be  found  in  it.  On 
this  subject  it  is  needless  to  go  into  detail,  and  it  is 
hardly  necessary  to  observe,  that  the  proof  of  the 
authenticity  is  most  complete  when  it  proceeds  upon 
the  internal  and  external  grounds  together.  I,  there- 
fore, pass  on  to  the  Criticism  of  Integrity.  ^ 

2.  CriticUm  When  the  authenticity  of  an  ancient  work  has 
ofintogrity.  established  on  external  grounds,  and  been  con- 
firmed on  internal,  the  Integrity  of  this  writing  is 
not  therewith  proved ; for  it  is  very  possible,  and  in 
ancient  writings  indeed  very  probable,  that  particular 
passages  are  either  interpolated  or  corrupted.  The 
authenticity  of  particular  passages  is  to  be  judged  of 
precisely  by  the  same  laws,  which  regulate  our  criti- 
cism of  the  authenticity  of  the  whole  work.  The  proof 
most  pertinent  to  the  authenticity  of  particular  pas- 

a Easer,  Logik,  | 158- 160. — 0 See  Fjiaer,  Lojik,  161,  162, 

Ed.  .—Ed. 
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sages  is  drawn — 1°,  From  their  acknowledgment  by 
the  author  himself  in  other,  and  these  unsuspected, 
works  ; 2°,  From  the  attribution  of  them  to  the  author 
by  other  writers  of  competent  information ; and,  3°, 
From  the  evidence  of  the  most  ancient  MSS.  On  the 


LBCT. 

XXXIV. 


other  hand,  a passage  is  to  be  obelized  as  spurious, — 
1°,  When  found  to  be  repugnant  to  the  general  relations 
of  time  and  place,  and  to  the  personal  relations  of  the 
author ; 2°,  When  wanting  in  the  more  ancient  codices, 
and  extant  only  in  the  more  modem.  A passage  is 
suspicious,  when  any  motive  for  its  interpolation  is 
manifest,  even  should  we  be  unable  to  establish  it  as 
spurious.  The  differences  which  different  copies  of  a 
writing  exhibit  in  the  particular  passages,  are  called 
various  readings  {varies  lectiones  or  hetiones  vari- 
antes).  Now,  as  of  various  readings  one  only  can  be 
the  true,  while  they  may  all  very  easily  be  false,  the 
problem  which  the  criticism  of  Integrity  proposes  to 
solve  is, — How  is  the  genuine  reading  to  be  made 
out  ? — and  herein  consists  what  is  technically  called 
the  Recension,  more  properly  the  Emendation,  of 
the  text. 


“ The  Emendation  of  an  ancient  author  may  be  of  £nieDdaiiott 
two  kinds ; the  one  of  which  may  be  called  the  His- 
torical,  the  other  the  Conjectural.  The  former  of  these 
founds  upon  historical  data  for  its  proof ; the  latter, 
again,  proceeds  on  grounds  which  lie  beyond  the  sphere 
of  historical  fact,  and  this  for  the  very  reason  that  his- 
torical fact  is  found  incompetent  to  the  restoration  of 
the  text  to  its  original  integrity.  The  historical  emen- 
dation necessarily  precedes  the  conjectural,  because  the 
object  itself  of  emendation  is  wholly  of  an  historical 
character,  and  because  it  is  not  permitted  to  attempt 
any  other  than  an  emendation  on  historical  grounds, 
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LECT.  until,  from  these  very  grounds  themselves,  it  be  shown 
— 1 that  the  restitution  of  the  text  to  its  original  integrity 
Historical  cannot  be  historically  accomplished.  Historical  Emen- 
of  two  dation  is  again  of  two  kinds,  according  as  its  judgment 
Eitn^i  proceeds  on  external  or  on  internal  grounds.  It  founds 
uai.  upon  external  grounds,  when  the  re^ns  for  the  truth 
or  falsehood  of  a reading  are  derived  from  testimony ; 
it  founds  upon  internal' grounds,  when  the  reasons  for 
the  truth  or  falsehood  of  a reading  are  derived  from 
the  writing  itself.  Historical  emendation  has  thus  a 
twofold  function  to  perform  (and  in  its  application  to 
practice,  these  must  always  be  performed  in  conjunc- 
tion), viz.,  it  has  carefully  to  seek  out  and  accurately 
to  weigh  both  the  external  and  internal  reasons  in  sup- 
port of  the  reading  in  dispute.  Of  external  grounds 
the  principal  consists  in  the  confirmation  afforded  by 
MSS.,  by  printed  editions  which  have  immediately 
emanated  from  MSS.,  by  ancient  translations,  and  by 
passages  quoted  in  ancient  authors.  The  internal 
grounds  are  all  derived  either  from  the  form,  or  from 
the  contents,  of  the  work  itself.  In  reference  to  the 
form, — a reading  is  probable,  in  proportion  as  it  cor- 
responds to  the  general  character  of  the  language  pre- 
valent at  the  epoch  when  the  work  was  written,  and 
to  the  peculiar  character  of  the  language  by  which  the 
author  himself  was  distinguished.  In  reference  to  the 
contents, — a reading  is  probable,  when  it  harmonises 
with  the  context,  that  is,  when  it  concurs  with  the 
other  words  of  the  particular  passage  in  which  it 
stands,  in  affording  a meaning  reasonable  in  itself,  and 
conformable  with  the  author’s  opinions,  reasonings, 
and  general  character  of  thought”  “ 

It  frequently  happens,  however,  that,  notwithstand- 

a Easer,  Loi/tk\  $ 163.— Eo. 
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ing  the  uhiformity  of  MSS.  and  other  external  snb-  lect. 
sidia,  a reading  cannot  be  recognised  as  genuine.  In 
this  case,  it  must  be  scientifically  shown  firom  the 
rules  of  criticism  itself  that  this  lection  is  corrupt. 

If  the  demonstration  thus  attempted  be  satisfactory, 
and  if  all  external  subsidia  have  been  tried  in  vain, 
the  critic  is  permitted  to  consider  in  what  manner 
the  corrupted  passage  can  be  restored  to  its  integrity. 

And  here  the  conjectural  or  divinatory  emendation 
comes  into  play ; a process  in  which  the  power  and 
eflSciency  of  criticism  and  the  genius  of  the  critic  are 
principally  manifested.”  “ 

So  much  for  Criticism,  in  its  applications  both  to 
the  Authenticity  and  to  the  Integrity  of  Writings. 

We  have  now  to  consider  the  general  rules  by  which 
Interpretation,  that  is,  the  scientific  process  of  ex- 
pounding the  Meaning  of  an  author,  is  regulated. 

“By  the  Ari  of  Interpretation,  called  likewise  techni-  ii.  ini*r- 
cally  Hermeneutic  or  Exegetic,  is  meant  the  comple- 
ment  of  logical  laws,  by  which  the  sense  of  an  ancient 
writing  is  to  be  evolved.  Hermeneutic  is  either  Gen-  Gcncnj  u.i 
oral  or  Special.  General,  when  it  contains  those  laws 
which  apply  to  the  interpretation  of  any  writing 
whatever ; Special,  when  it  comprises  those  laws  by 
which  writings  of  a particular  kind  are  to  be  ex- 
pounded. The  former  of  these  alone  is  of  logical 
concernment.  The  problem  proposed  for  the  Art  of 
Interpretation  to  solve,  is, — How  are  we  to  proceed 
in  order  to  discover  from  the  words  of  a writing  that 
sole  meaning  which  the  author  intended  them  to 
convey  ? In  the  interpretation  of  a work,  it  is  not, 
therefore,  enough  to  show  in  what  signification  its 

a Easer,  Logik,  § 106.— Ed.  [Par-  Genaensis,  An  Logico-Critica,  L.  ir. 
rkatioMa,  L 369-305,  !2d  ed.  1701.  c.  ri.  etteg.] 
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words  may  be  understood  ; for  it  is  required  that  we 
show  in  what  signification  they  must  To  the  execu- 
tion of  this  task  two  conditions  are  absolutely  neces- 
sary : r,  That  the  interpreter  should  be  thoroughly 
acquainted  with  the  language  itself  in  general,  and 
with  the  language  of  the  writer  in  particular ; and,  2°, 
That  the  interpreter  should  be  familiar  with  the  sub- 
jects of  which  the  writing  treats.  But  these  two 
requisites,  though  indispensable,  are  not  of  themselves 
sufficient.  It  is  also  of  importance  that  the  ex- 
positor should  have  a competent  acquaintance  with 
the  author’s  personal  circumstances  and  character  of 
thought,  and  with  the  history  and  spirit  of  the  age 
and  country  in  which  he  lived.  In  regard  to  the  inter- 
pretation itself ; — it  is  to  be  again  observed,  that  as  a 
writer  could  employ  expressions  only  in  a single  sense, 
so  the  result  of  the  exposition  ought  to  be  not  merely 
to  show  what  meaning  may  possibly  attach  to  the 
doubtful  terms,  but  what  meaning  necessarily  must 
When,  therefore,  it  appears  that  a passage  is  of  doubt- 
ful import,  the  best  preparative  for  a final  determin- 
ation of  its  meaning  is,  in  the  first  place,  to  ascertain 
in  how  many  difierent  significations  it  may  be  con- 
strued, and  then,  by  a process  of  exclusion,  to  arrive 
at  the  one  veritable  meaning.  When,  however,  the 
obscurity  cannot  be  removed,  in  that  case  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  expositor,  before  abandoning  his  task,  to 
evince  that  an  interpretation  of  the  passage  is,  with- 
out change,  absolutely  or  relatively  impossible. 

“ As  to  the  sources  from  whence  the  Interpretation 
is  to  be  drawn, — these  are  three  in  all, — viz.,  1°,  The 
Tractus  literarum,  the  words  themselves,  as  they  ap- 
pear in  MSS.  : 2°,  The  context,  that  is,  the  passage 
in  immediate  connection  with  the  doubtful  term ; 3“, 
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Parallel  or  analogous  passages  in  the  same,  or  in  other,  i.ect. 

writings."  “ How  the  interpretation  drawn  from  these  ^ 

sources  is  to  be  applied,  I shall  not  attempt  to  detail ; 
but  pass  on  to  a more  generally  useful  and  interesting 
subject. 

So  much  for  Experience  or  Observation,  the  first  spo™iEtioi. 

I 1*1  Second 

mean  of  scientific  discovery,  that,  viz.,  by  which  we  Mews  of 

, - Knowledge. 

apprehend  what  are  presented  as  contingent  pheno- 
mena, and  by  whose  processes  of  Induction  and 
Analogy  we  carry  up  individual  into  general  facts. 

We  have  now  to  consider  the  other  Mean  of  scientific 
discovery,  that,  viz.,  by  which,  from  the  phenomena 
presented  as  contingent,  we  separate  what  is  really 
necessary,  and  thus  attain  to  the  knowledge,  not  of 
merely  generalised  facts,  but  of  universal  laws.  This 
mean  may,  for  distinction’s  sake,  be  called  Specula- 
tion, and  its  general  nature  I comprehend  in  the  fol- 
lowing paragraph : — 

If  CXI.  When  the  mind  does  not  rest  con-  Pm.  cxi. 
tented  with  observing  and  classifying  the  objects 
of  its  experience,  but,  by  a reflective  analysis, 
sunders  the  concrete  wholes  presented  to  its 
cognition,  throws  out  of  account  all  that,  as  con- 
tingent, it  can  think  away  frx>m,  and  concen- 
trates its  attention  exclusively  on  those  elements 
which,  as  necessary  conditions  of  its  ovm  acts,  it 
cannot  but  think  : — by  this  process  it  obtains  the 
knowledge  of  a certain  order  of  facts, — facts  of 
Self-consciousness,  which,  as  essential  to  all  Ex- 
perience, are  not  the  result  of  any ; constituting 
in  truth  the  Laws  by  which  the  possibility  of  our 
cognitive  functions  is  determined.  This  process, 

a Ener,  Logik,  § 167. — Ed.  [Cf.  Snell,  Loqik,  p.  ii.  § 6,  p.  200.] 
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by  which  we  thus  attain  to  a discriminative 
knowledge  of  the  Necessary,  Native,  and,  as  they 
are  also  called,  the  Noetic,  Pure,  a priori,  or 
Transcendental,  Elements  of  Thought,  may  be 
styled  Speculative  Analysis,  Analytic  Specula- 
tion, or  Speculation  simply,  and  is  carefully  to  be 
distinguished  &om  Induction,  with  which  it  is 
not  unusually  confounded. 

“The  empirical  knowledge  of  which  we  have 
hitherto  been  speaking,  does  not,  however  varied  and 
extensive  it  may  be,  suffice  to  satisfy  the  thinking 
mind  as  such ; for  our  empirical  knowledge  itself 
points  at  certain  higher  cognitions  from  which  it  may 
obtain  completion,  and  which  are  of  a very  dififerent 
character  from  that  by  which  the  mere  empirical  cog- 
nitions themselves  are  distinguished.  The  cognitions 
are  styled,  among  other  names,  by  those  of  noetic, 
pure,  or  rational,  and  they  are  such  as  cannot,  though 
manifested  in  experience,  be  derived  from  experience  ; 
for,  as  the  conditions  under  which  experience  is  pos- 
sible, they  must  be  viewed  as  necessary  constituents 
of  the  nature  of  the  thinking  principle  itself.  Philo- 
sophers have  indeed  been  found  to  deny  the  reality  of 
such  cognitions  native  to  the  mind ; and  to  confine 
the  whole  sphere  of  human  knowledge  to  the  limits  of 
experience.  But  in  this  case  philosophers  have  over- 
looked the  important  circumstance,  that  the  acts,  that 
is,  the  apprehension  and  judgment,  of  experience,  are 
themselves  impossible,  except  under  the  supposition  of 
certain  potential  cognitions  previously  existent  in  the 
thinking  subject,  and  which  become  actual  on  occa- 
sion of  an  object  being  presented  to  the  external  or 
internal  sense.  As  an  example  of  a noetic  cognition 
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the  following  propositions  may  suflSce : — An  object  lect. 
and  all  its  attributes  are  convertible ; — All  that  is 
has  its  suflBcient  cause.  The  principal  distinctions  of  Princip»i 
Empirical  and  Rational  Knowledges,  or  rather  Em- 
pirical  and  Noetic  Cognitions,  are  the  following 1 , Noetic  Cog* 
Empirical  cognitions  originate  exclusively  in  experi- 
ence, whereas  noetic  cognitions  are  virtually  at  least 
before  or  above  all  experience, — all  experience  being 
only  possible  through  them.  2°,  Empirical  cognitions 
come  piecemeal  and  successively  into  existence,  and 
may  again  gradually  fade  and  disappear ; whereas 
noetic  cognitions,  like  Pallas  armed  and  immortal  from 
the  head  of  Jupiter,  spring  at  once  into  existence,  com- 
plete and  indestructible.  3°,  Empirical  cognitions  find 
only  an  application  to  those  objects  from  which  they 
were  originally  abstracted,  and,  according  as  things  ob- 
tain a different  form,  they  also  may  become  differently 
fashioned ; noetic  cognitions,  on  the  contrary,  bear 
the  character  impressed  on  them  of  necessity,  univer- 
sality, sameness.  Whether  a cognition  be  empirical 
or  noetic,  can  only  be  determined  by  considering 
whether  it  can  or  cannot  be  presented  in  a sensible 
perception, — whether  it  do  or  do  not  stand  forward 
clear,  distinct,  and  indestructible,  bearing  the  stamp 
of  necessity  and  absolute  universality.  The  noetic 
cognitions  can  be  detected  only  by  a critical  analysis 
of  the  mental  phsenomena  proposed  for  the  purpose  of 
their  discovery ; ” “ and  this  analysis  may,  as  I have 
said,  be  styled  Speculation,  for  want  of  a more  appro- 
priate appellation. 

a Eaaer,  LckjH-,  § 171. — Ei>. 
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LECTURE  XXXV, 

MODIFIED  METHODOLOGY. 

SECTION  I. — OF  THE  ACQUISITION  OF  KNOWLEDGE. 

III.  COMMUNICATION  OF  KNOWLEDGE. — A.  INSTRUCTION 
— ORAL  AND  WRITTEN. — B,  CONFERENCE — 
DIALOGUE  AND  DISPUTATION. 

XXXV  ^ ^ Mean  of  Acquiring  and  Per- 

fecting  our  knowledge  ; and  commence  with  the  fol- 
lowing paragraph  : — 

IT  CXII.  An  important  mean  for  the  Acqui- 
sition and  Perfecting  of  Knowledge  is  the  Com- 
munication of  Thought.  Considered  in  general, 
the  Communication  of  thought  is  either  One-sided 
or  Mutual.  The  former  is  called  Instruction 
(institutio),  the  latter  Conference  (coUoctUio) ; 
but  these,  though  in  theory  distinct,  are  in  prac- 
tice easily  combined.  Instruction  is  again  either 
Oral  or  Written ; and  Conference,  as  it  is  inter- 
locutory and  familiar,  or  controversial  and  solemn, 
may  be  divided  into  Dialogue  {colloquium,  dia- 
logus),  and  Disputation  {dispvtatio,  concertalio). 
The  Communication  of  thought  in  all  its  forms 
is  a means  of  intellectual  improvement,  not  only 
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to  him  who  receives,  but  to  him  who  bestows, 
information ; in  both  rektions,  therefore,  it  ought 
to  be  considered,  and  not,  as  is  usually  done,  in 
the  latter  only.  “ 


LECT. 

XXXV. 


In  illustrating  this  paragraph,  I shall  commence  Erpii«- 
with  the  last  sentence,  and,  before  treating  in  detail 
of  Instruction  and  Conference,  as  means  of  extending 
the  limits  of  our  knowledge  by  new  acquisitions  de- 
rived from  the  communication  of  others,  I shall  en-Thc  Com 
deavour  to  show,  that  the  Communication  of  thought  of  ThouKfat 
is  itself  an  important  mean  towards  the  perfecting  of 
knowledge  in  the  mind  of  the  communicator  himself.  perfecting 
In  this  view  the  communication  of  knowledge  is  like  ie^?n  the 
the  attribute  of  mercy,  twice  blessed, — “blessed  to  commuoicn* 
him  that  gives  and  to  him  that  takes ; " in  teaching 
others  we  in  fact  teach  ourselves. 

This  view  of  the  reflex  efliect  of  the  communication 
of  thought  on  the  mind,  whether  under  the  form  of 
Instruction  or  of  Conference,  is  one  of  high  importance, 
but  it  is  one  which  has,  in  modem  times,  unfortunately 
iKjen  almost  wholly  overlooked.  To  illustrate  it  in 
all  its  bearings  would  require  a volume, — at  present 
I can  only  contribute  a few  hints  towards  its  expo- 
sition. 

Man  is,  by  an  original  tendency  of  his  nature,  de-  m»  n>tii- 

• 1 . <1  • « . nUly  deter- 

termmed  to  commumcate  to  others  what  occupies  his  mioed  to 


eommunicA- 


thoughts,  and  by  this  communication  he  obtains  atiun. 
clearer  understanding  of  the  subject  of  his  cogitations 
than  he  could  otherwise  have  compassed.  This  fact  Thi*  f»« 

1 • I t <*  TM  ^ T 1 noticed  by 

did  not  escape  the  acuteness  of  Plato.  In  the  Pivta-  ri«o. 
garas, — “ It  has  been  well,”  says  Plato  (and  he  has 

a Cf.  Krug,  Lngik,  § 181  et  teq. — Ed. 
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sundry  passages  to  the  point), — “ It  has  been  well,  I 
think,  observed  by  Homer — 

' Through  mutual  intercourse  and  mutual  aid. 

Great  deeds  arc  done  and  great  discoveries  made  ; 

The  wise  new  wisdom  on  the  wise  bestow. 

Whilst  the  lone  thinker’s  thoughts  come  slight  and  slow.’" 

For  in  company  we,  all  of  us,  are  more  alert,  in  deed 
and  word  and  thought.  And  if  a man  excogitate 
aught  hy  himself  forthwith  he  goes  about  to  find  some 
one  to  whom  he  may  reveal  it,  and  from  whom  he  may 
obtain  encouragement,  aye  and  until  his  discovery  he 
completed.”^  The  same  doctrine  is  maintained  by 
Aristotle,  and  illustrated  by  the  same  quotation ; 
(to  which,  indeed,  is  to  be  referred  the  adage, — “ Unus 
homo,  nullus  homo.”) — “ We  rejoice,”  says  Themistius, 
“ in  hunting  truth  in  company,  as  in  hunting  game.”  * 
Lucilius, — “ Scire  est  nescire,  nisi  id  me  scire  alius 
scierit ; ” * — paraphrased  in  the  compacter,  though  far 
inferior,  verse  of  Persius, — “ Scire  tuum  nihil  est,  nisi 
te  scire  hoc  sciat  alter.”  ^ — Cicero’s  Cato  testifies  to 
the  same  truth  : — “ Non  facile  est  invenire,  qui  quod 
sciat  ipse,  non  tradat  alteri.”  ’’  And  Seneca ; — “ Sic 
cum  hac  exceptione  detur  sapientia,  ut  illam  inclusam 
teneam  nec  enunciem,  rejiciam.  Nullius  boni,  sine 
socio,  jucunda  possessio  est.”  ® 

“ Condita  tabcscit,  vulgata  scientia  crcscit.”  ‘ 


a Altered  from  Pope's  Ilomtr, 
Hook  X.  205. 

S Protag.,  p.  348.  Compare  Lrr- 
lurts  on  ifetaphytia,  i.  p.  376. 
y Eth.  A’ic.,  viii.  1. 
t Oral. , xxi  ExplorcUor  aui  Phi- 
losophus,  OreUionet,  p.  254,  ed.  Har- 
duin,  Paris,  1684. — Ed. 

f Fragm.,  2S,  in  the  Ripontedition 
of  Pereiiisand  JnvenaL  p.  176. — Ed. 


i I.  27. -Ed. 

71  Cato  apud  Cicero,  De  Pin.,  iii. 
c.  20,  i 66. 

S Seneca,  Bp.,  vi. 

< Quoted  also  in  PHsetutumi,  p. 
778.  This  line  appears  to  have  been 
taken  from  a small  volnme,  entitled, 
Camtinum  Provtrbialinm  Loci  Com- 
mune*, p.  17,  Lond.  1583;  but  the 
author  is  not  named. — Kd. 
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“ In  hoc  gaudeo  aliquid  discere,  ut  doceam  : nec  me  lkct. 
ulla  res  delectabit,  licet  eximia  sit  et  salutaris,  quam 
mihi  uni,  sciturus  sim.”  “ “ Ita  non  solum  ad  discen- 

dum  propensi  sumus,  verum  etiam  ad  docendum.”  ^ 

The  modes  in  which  the  Communication  of  thought  Mode,  lo 
is  conducive  to  the  perfecting  of  thought  itself,  are  municatiiMi 
two:  for  the  mind  may  be  determined  to  more  ex- 1’ iw  ivr'*’ 
alted  energy  by  the  sympathy  of  society,  and  by  the  Thou?i'i^ 
stimulus  of  opposition ; or  it  may  be  necessitated 
to  more  distinct,  accurate,  and  orderly  thinking,  as 
this  is  the  condition  of  distinct,  accurate,  and  orderly 
communication.  Of  these  the  former  requires  the 
presence  of  others  during  the  act  of  thought,  and  is, 
therefore,  only  manifested  in  oral  instruction  or  in 
conference;  whereas  the  latter  is  operative  both  in 
our  oral  and  in  our  written  communications.  Of  these 
in  their  order. 


In  the  first  place,  then,  the  influence  of  man  on  i 
man  in  reciprocally  determining  a higher  energy  of! 
the  faculties,  is  a phsenomenon  sufficiently  manifest. ' 
By  nature,  a social  being,  man  has  powers  which  are ! 
relative  to,  and,  consequently,  find  their  development  \ 
in,  the  company  of  his  fellows ; and  this  is  more  par- 
ticularly shown  in  the  energies  of  the  cognitive  facul- 
ties. “ As  iron  sharpeneth  iron,”  says  Solomon,  “ so 
a man  sharpeneth  the  understanding  of  his  friend." 
This,  as  I have  said,  is  efiected  both  by  fellow-feeling 
and  by  opposition.  We  see  the  effects  of  fellow-feel- 
ing, in  the  necessity  of  an  audience  to  call  forth  the 
exertions  of  the  orator.  Eloquence  requires  numbers ; 
and  oratory  has  only  flourished  where  the  condition 


o Senoca,  EpUi.,  vi. — Ed.  ri»ed  venion  is,  couiUenanee  of  Am 

a Cicero, /.>«  AVii.,  iii.  20.— Ed.  frwnd.  Com\mo  Ijtriurfo  on  ifrin- 
y TVorvrfci,  ixvii.  17.  The  aiitho-  phyoieo,  vol.  i.  p.  .176. — Ed. 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


208 


LECTURES  ON  LOGIC. 


LECT. 

XXXV. 


b.  Through 
OppofitioD. 


PluUrch. 


Seiliger, 
J.  C. 


2.  By  im* 
posing  the 
DccoMity  of 
obuiniog  ft 
fuller  COD* 
BCioUSDOM 
of  know- 
ledge for 
ourselrei. 


of  largo  audiences  has  been  supplied.  But  opposition 
is  perhaps  still  more  powerful  than  mere  sympathy  in 
calling  out  the  resources  of  the  intellect. 

In  the  mental  as  in  the  material  world,  action 
and  reaction  are  ever  equal ; and  Plutarch  “ well  ob- 
serves, that  as  motion  would  cease  were  contention 
to  be  taken  out  of  the  physical  universe,  so  pro- 
gress in  improvement  would  cease  were  contention 
taken  out  of  the  moral ; TrdXe/ios  anajnmp  ‘iranjp.P 

“ It  is  maintained,"  says  the  subtle  Scaliger,  “ by 
Vives,  that  we  profit  more  by  silent  meditation  than 
by  dispute.  This  is  not  true.  For  as  fire  is  elicited 
by  the  collision  of  stones,  so  truth  is  elicited  by  the 
collision  of  minds.  I myself  (he  adds)  frequently 
meditate  by  myself  long  and  intently ; but  in  vain  ; 
unless  I find  an  antagonist,  there  is  no  hope  of  a 
successful  issue.  By  a master  we  are  more  excited 
than  by  a book;  but  an  antagonist,  whether  by 
his  pertinacity  or  his  wisdom,  is  to  me  a double 
master.” ''' 

But,  in  the  second  place,  the  necessity  of  communi- 
cating a piece  of  knowledge  to  others,  imposes  upon 
us  the  necessity  of  obtaining  a fuller  consciousness  of 
that  knowledge  for  ourselves.  This  result  is  to  a cer- 
tain extent  secured  by  the  very  process  of  clothing  our 
cogitations  in  words.  For  speech  is  an  analytic  pro- 
cess ; and  to  express  our  thoughts  in  language,  it  is 
requisite  to  evolve  them  from  the  implicit  into  the 
explicit,  from  the  confused  into  the  distinct,  in  order 
to  bestow  on  each  part  of  the  organic  totality  of  a 
thought  its  precise  and  appropriate  symbol.  But  to 

a Kito  Agttilai,  Opera,  1599,  vol.  tier  Pliilos.,  L p.  168. — Ed. 
i.  p.  698. — Ed.  y BxercU.,  t.  420.  [For  a criti- 

$ Horsclitua.  Cf.  Plutarch,  De  cism  of  Scaliger’o  remark  as  regards 
It.  et  Otir.,  p.  370.  Braudis,  OeK/i.  Vives,  see  Di$cvs*ion»,  p.  773. — Ed.] 
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do  this  is  in  fact  only  to  accomplish  the  first  step  lect. 
towards  the  perfecting  of  our  cognitions  or  thoughts. 

But  the  communication  of  thought,  in  its  higher  ap-  influence  of 
plications,  imposes  on  us  far  more  than  this ; and  in 
so  doing  it  reacts  with  a still  more  beneficial  influence  /n^fMt™g 
on  our  habits  of  thinking.  Suppose  that  we  are  not 
merely  to  express  our  thoughts  as  they  spontaneously 
arise  ; suppose  that  we  are  not  merely  extemporane- 
ously to  speak,  but  deliberately  to  write,  and  that 
what  we  are  to  communicate  is  not  a simple  and  easy, 
but  a complex  and  diflBcult,  matter.  In  this  case,  no 
man  will  ever  fuUy  understand  his  subject  who  has 
not  studied  it  with  the  view  of  communication,  while 
the  power  of  communicating  a subject  is  the  only 
competent  criterion  of  his  fully  understanding  it. 

“When  a man,”  says  Godwin,  “writes  a book  of  method-  o«iwm 
ical  investigation,  he  does  not  write  because  he  under- 
stands  the  subject,  but  he  understands  the  subject 
because  he  has  written.  He  was  an  uninstructcd  tyro, 
exposed  to  a thousand  foolish  and  miserable  mistakes, 
when  he  began  his  work,  compared  with  the  degree 
of  proficiency  to  which  he  has  attained  when  he  has 
finished  it.  He  who  is  now  an  eminent  philosopher, 
or  a sublime  poet,  was  formerly  neither  the  one  nor 
the  other.  Many  a man  has  been  overtaken  by  a pre- 
mature death,  and  left  nothing  behind  him  but  com- 
positions worthy  of  ridicule  and  contempt,  who,  if  he 
had  lived,  would  perhaps  have  risen  to  the  highest 
literary  eminence.  If  we  could  examine  the  school 
exercises  of  men  who  have  afterwards  done  honour  to 
mankind,  we  should  often  find  them  inferior  to  those 
of  their  ordinary  competitors.  If  we  could  dive  into 
the  portfolios  of  their  early  youth,  we  should  meet 
with  abundant  matter  for  laughter  at  their  scnse- 

VOL.  II.  0 
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less  incongruities,  and  for  contemptuous  astonish- 
ment.” “ 

“ The  one  exclusive  sign,”  says  Aristotle,  “ that  a 
man  is  thorouglily  cognisant  of  anything  is  that  he  is 
able  to  teach  it ; ” ^ and  Ovid, — 


“ Quodque  parom  novit  nemo  doccrc  potest.” 

In  this  reactive  effect  of  the  communication  of 
knowledge  in  determining  the  perfection  of  the  know- 
ledge communicated,  originated  the  scholastic  maxim 
Doce  ut  discos, — a maxim  which  has  unfortunately 
been  too  much  overlooked  in  the  schemes  of  modern 
education.  In  former  ages,  teach  that  you  may  learn, 
always  constituted  one  at  least  of  the  great  means  of 
pi»u>.  intellectual  cultivation.  “ To  teach,”  says  Plato,  “ is 
the  way  for  a man  to  learn  most  and  best.”  * “ Hom- 
Senscm.  ines  dum  docent  discunt,”  says  Seneca.'  “ In  teach- 
CTemen^f  ing,”  says  Clement  of  Alexandria,^  “the  instructor  often 
learns  more  than  his  pupils.”  “ Disce  sed  a doctis ; 
indoctos  ipse  doceto,”  is  the  precept  of  Dionysius  Cato 
and  the  two  following  were  maxims  of  authority  in 
the  discipline  of  the  middle  ages.  The  first — 


“ Malta  Togare,  rogata  teneie,  retenta  docere, 

Hoec  trio,  discipulum  faciunt  Buperare  magistrum.”  9 

The  second — 


” Discere  si  quacris  doceas  ; sic  ipse  doceris  ; 
Nam  Btadio  tali  tibi  pioficis  atque  Bodali.” 


a Enquirer,  Fart  i.  Essay  ir.  pp. 
23,  24,  ed.  1797.— Ed. 

0 Metaphys,,  i 1.  Qaoted  in  Die- 
cuttums,  p.  765. — Ed. 

7 Tristia,  ii.  348. — Ed. 

} Pseado-Plato,  Epinomis,  p.  989. 
—Ed. 

t Epitl.,  7. — Ed. 

C Stromata,  lib.  L p.  276,  ed. 
Sylb. ; ns  yarBirti  wKtior, 

Kol  Kiyw  evrcurpoanu  iroXAcUis  rots 


inoKoiovaiy  a^ov. — Ed. 

1)  IV.  29.- Ed. 

9 [Crenius,  p.  681.]  [Qabrielis 
Naudtei  Syntagma  de  Studio  lAberoXi. 
Included  in  the  Cotuiilia  et  Methods 
Aurece  studiorum  optime  autiiuesido- 
rum,  collected  by  Th.  Crenins,  Rot- 
terdam, 1692.  The  lines  are  quoted 
os  from  an  anonymous  author, — 
Ed.] 

I Given  without  author’s  name,  in 
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This  truth  is  also  well  enforced  by  the  great  Vives.  lect. 

“ Doctriua  est  traditio  eorum  quae  quis  novit  ei  qui 
non  novit.  Disciplina  est  illius  traditionis  acceptio ; 
nisi  quod  mens  accipientis  impletur,  dantis  vero  non 
exhauritur, — imo  communicatione  augetur  eruditio, 
sicut  ignis,  motu  atque  agitations.  Excitatur  enim 
ingenium,  et  discurrit  per  ea  quae  ad  praesens  nego- 
tium  pertinent ; ita  invenit  atque  excudit  multa,  et 
quae  in  mentem  non  veniebant  cessanti,  docenti  aut 
dissercnti  occurrunt,  calore  acuente  vigorem  ingenii. 

Idcirco,  nihil  est  ad  magnam  eruditionem  perinde 
conducens,  ut  docere.”  “ The  celebrated  logician.  Dr  s»ndenon. 
Robert  Sanderson,  used  to  say  : “ I learn  much  from 
my  master,  more  from  my  equals,  and  most  of  all 
from  my  disciples.” 

But  I have  occupied  perhaps  too  much  time  on  the 
influence  of  the  communication  of  knowledge  on  those  monioaioo 
by  whom  it  is  made ; and  shall  now  pass  on  to  the  wge  on 
consideration  of  its  influence  on  those  to  whom  it  is  whom  it  :• 
addressed.  And  in  treating  of  communication  in 
this  respect,  I shall,  in  the  first  place,  consider  it 
as  One-sided,  and,  in  the  second,  as  Reciprocal  or 
Bilateral. 

The  Unilateral  Communication  of  knowledge,  or  i.  initmc- 
Instruction,  is  of  two  kinds,  for  it  is  either  Oral  or  Md’writ** 
Written;  but  as  both  these  species  of  instruction  pro- 
pose  the  same  end,  they  are  both,  to  a certain  extent, 
subject  to  the  same  laws. 

Oral  and  Written  Instruction  have  each  their  pecu- 
liar advantages. 

In  the  first  place,  instruction  by  the  living  voice 

the  Carminum  Praverbialum  Loci  $ [Itea^on  and  Judgment^  or  Spe- 
Communes^  Lond.  1583,  p.  17.  See  cial  Remarks  of  the  Life  of  the  Re- 
above,  p.  206,  note  i. — Ed.  noumed  Dr  Sandersoriy  p.  10.  Loo- 

a De  Animay  p.  89.  don:  1G63.] 
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c.  Hearing 
a social  act. 


has  this  advantage  over  that  of  books,  that,  as  more 
natural,  it  is  more  impressive.  Hearing  rouses  the 
attention  and  keeps  it  alive  far  more  eflfectually  than 
reading.  To  this  we  have  the  testimony  of  the  most 
competent  observers.  “ Hearing,”  says  Theophrastus," 
“ is  of  all  the  senses  the  most  pathetic,”  that  is,  it  is 
the  sense  most  intimately  associated  with  sentiment 
and  passion.  “ Multo  magis,”  says  the  younger 
Pliny,  “ multo  magis  viva  vox  afficit.  Nam,  licet 
acriora  sunt  quae  legas,  altius  tamen  in  animo  sedent 
quae  pronuntiatio,  vultus,  habitus,  gestus  etiam  dicen- 
tis  adfigit.”  ft 

“ Plus  prodest,”  says  Valerius  Maximus,  “ docentem 
audire,  quam  in  libris  studere ; quia  vehementior  fit 
impressio  in  raentibus  audientium,  ex  visu  doctoris  et 
auditu,  quam  ex  studio  et  libro.”  ^ 

And  St  Jerome — “ Habet  nescio  quid  latentis  ener- 
gi®  viva  vox;  et  in  aures  discipuli  de  doctoris  ore 
transfusa,  fortius  sonat.”  * 

A second  reason  why  our  Attention  (and  Memory 
is  always  in  the  ratio  of  Attention)  to  things  spoken 
is  greater  than  to  things  read,  is  that  what  is  bitten 
we  regard  as  a permanent  possession  to  which  we  can 
always  recur  at  pleasure ; whereas  we  are  conscious 
that  the  “ winged  words  " are  lost  to  us  for  ever,  if  we 
do  not  catch  them  as  they  fly.  As  Pliny  hath  it : — 
“ Legendi  semper  est  occasio ; audiendi  non  semper.”  * 

A third  cause  of  the  superior  eflBcacy  of  oral  in- 


a Oi«  ir  laitii  S*  o7/uu  <r<  rpotra- 
Kowrat  irtpl  r^t  iutovrrtinis  aiffOfprtus, 
V 6 Qti^paaros  Ta&rtructtrdTiiif  thfai 
iriurwr.  Platorch,  Dt  Auditione, 
Bub  init. — Ed. 
a 3. — Ed. 

7 [Thomu  Hibernictu,  p.  S.'iO.] 
[The  above  pouaj^e  ia  quoted  ae  from 


Valerios,  lib.  viii.,  in  the  Flora  of 
Thomas  Hibemicus,  and  in  the  An- 
thologia  of  1 Angina,  onder  the  article 
Doctrina.  It  is  not,  however,  to  be 
found  in  that  author. — Ed.] 

8 £pisL,  ciii.  Optra,  Antv.  1579, 
tom.  iiL  p.  337. — Ed. 

» Epi»l.,  ii.  3.— Ed. 
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struction  is  that  man  is  a social  animal.  He  is  thus  leot. 

naturally  disposed  to  find  pleasure  in  society,  and  in  1 

the  performance  of  the  actions  performed  by  those 
with  whom  he  consorts.  But  reading  is  a solitary, 
hearing  is  a social,  act.  In  reading,  we  are  not  deter- 
mined to  attend  by  any  fellow-feeling  with  others 
attending;  whereas  in  hearing,  our  attention  is  not 
only  engaged  by  our  sympathy  with  the  speaker,  but 
by  our  sympathy  with  the  other  attentive  auditors 
around  us. 

Such  are  the  causes  which  concur  in  rendering  m«^ 
Oral  Instruction  more  efiectual  than  Written.  “ M. 
Varillas,”  says  Menage,  (and  Varillas  was  one  of  the 
most  learned  of  modern  historians, — and  Menage  one 
of  the  most  learned  of  modem  scholars),  “ M.  Varillas 
himself  told  me  one  day,  that  of  every  ten  things 
he  knew,  he  had  learned  nine  of  them  in  conversation. 

I myself  might  say  nearly  the  same  thing.”  * 

On  the  other  hand,  Reading,  though  only  a substi-  Reading,— 
tute  for  Oral  Instruction,  has  likewise  advantages  ug«. 
peculiar  to  itself.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  more  easily 
accessible.  In  the  second,  it  is  more  comprehensive 
in  its  sphere  of  operation.  In  the  third,  it  is  not^?™' 
transitory  with  the  voice,  but  may  again  and  again  »•  *•<>« 
be  taken  up  and  considered,  so  that  the  object  of  the 
instruction  may  thus  more  fully  be  examined  and 
brought  to  proof.  It  is  thus  manifest,  that  oral  and 
written  instraction  severally  supply  and  severally  sup- 
port each  other ; and  that,  where  this  is  competent, 
they  ought  always  to  be  employed  in  conjunction. 

Oral  instruction  is,  however,  in  the  earlier  stages 
of  education,  of  principal  importance ; and  written 
ought,  therefore,  at  first  only  to  be  brought  in  as  a 

a Menagiana,  tom.  ir.  p.  Ill,  ed.  1715. — Eo. 
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subsidiary.  A neglect  of  the  oral  instruction,  and  an 
exclusive  emplo}Tnent  of  the  written, — the  way  in 
which  those  who  are  self-taught  (the  autodidacti) 
obtain  their  education, — for  the  most  part  betrays  its 
one-sided  influence  by  a contracted  cultivation  of  the 
intellect,  with  a deficiency  in  the  power  of  communi- 
cating knowledge  to  others. 

Oral  instruction  necessarily  supposes  a speaker 
and  a hearer ; written  instruction  a writer  and  a 
reader.  In  these,  the  capacity  of  the  speaker  and  of 
the  writer  must  equally  fulfil  certain  common  requi- 
sites. In  the  first  place,  they  should  be  fully  masters 
of  the  subject  with  which  their  instruction  is  conver- 
sant; and  in  the  second,  they  should  be  able  and 
willing  to  commimicate  to  others  the  knowledge  which 
they  themselves  possess.  But  in  reference  to  these 
several  species  of  instruction,  there  are  various  special 
rules  that  ought  to  be  attended  to  by  those  who  would 
reap  the  advantages  they  severally  afibrd.  I shall 
commence  with  Written  Instruction,  and  comprise  the 
rules  by  which  it  ought  to  be  regulated,  in  the  follow- 
ing paragraph. 

^ CXIII.  In  regard  to  Written  Instruction, 
and  its  profitable  employment  as  a means  of  in- 
tellectual improvement,  there  are  certain  rules 
which  ought  to  be  observed,  and  which  together 
constitute  the  Proper  Method  of  Beading.  These 
may  be  reduced  to  three  classes,  as  they  regard, 
1°,  The  Quantity,  2°,  The  Quality,  of  what  is  to  be 
read,  or,  3°,  The  Mode  of  reading  what  is  to  be  read. 

I.  As  concerns  the  Quantity  of  what  is  to  be 
read,  there  is  a single  rule, — Bead  much,  but 
not  many  works  (multum  non  multa). 
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II.  As  concerns  the  Quality  of  what  is  to  be 
read, — there  may  be  given  five  rules.  1",  Select 
the  works  of  principal  importance,  estimated  by 
relation  to  the  several  sciences  themselves,  or  to 
your  particular  aim  in  reading,  or  to  your  indi- 
vidual disposition  and  wants.  2°,  Read  not  the 
more  detailed  works  upon  a science,  until  you 
have  obtained  a rudimentary  knowledge  of  it  in 
general.  3°,  Make  yourselves  familiar  with  a 
science  in  its  actual  or  present  state,  before  you 
proceed  to  study  it  in  its  chronological  develop- 
ment. 4°,  To  avoid  erroneous  and  exclusive 
views,  read  and  compare  together  the  more  im- 
portant works  of  every  sect  and  party.  5°,  To 
avoid  a one-sided  development  of  mind,  combine 
with  the  study  of  works  which  cultivate  the 
Understanding,  the  study  of  works  which  culti- 
vate the  Taste. 

III.  As  concerns  the  Mode  or  Manner  of  read- 
ing itself,  there  are  four  principal  rules.  1“, 
Read  that  you  may  accurately  remember,  but 
still  more,  that  you  may  fully  understand.  2°, 
Strive  to  compass  the  general  tenor  of  a work, 
before  you  attempt  to  judge  of  it  in  detail  3°, 
Accommodate  the  intensity  of  the  reading  to  the 
importance  of  the  work.  Some  books  are,  there- 
fore, to  be  only  dipped  into ; others  are  to  be  run 
over  rapidly ; and  others  to  be  studied  long  and 
sedulously.  4°,  Regulate  on  the  same  principle 
the  extracts  which  you  make  from  the  works  you 
read." 


a Cl.  Knig,  Zoffii,  § 180. — Ed.  § 63,  p.  196 ; 1832.  Maginu,  fTori- 
[EHachaber,  Logik,  p.  188,  ed.  1818.  Itgium,  v.  Lectio.] 

Scheidler,  Orundrua  der  Hodegetdc, 
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Quintilian. 

Younger 

Pliny. 
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Luther 

quoted. 


Sanderson. 


I.  In  reference  to  the  head  of  Quantity,  the  single 
rule  is — Read  much,  but  not  many  works.  Though 
this  golden  rule  has  risen  in  importance,  since  the 
world,  by  the  art  of  printing,  has  been  overwhelmed 
by  the  multitude  of  books,  it  was  still  fully  recog- 
nised by  the  great  thinkers  of  antiquity.  It  is  even 
hinted  by  Solomon,  when  he  complains  that  “ of  mak- 
ing many  books  there  is  no  end.”  “ By  Quintilian, 
by  the  younger  Pliny,  and  by  Seneca,  the  maxim — 
“ multum  legendum  esse,  non  multa  ” — is  laid  down 
as  the  great  rule  of  study “ All,”  says  Luther 
in  his  Table  Talk,'"'  “ who  would  study  with  advan- 
tage in  any  art  whatsoever,  ought  to  betake  them- 
selves to  the  reading  of  some  sure  and  certain  books 
oftentimes  over ; for  to  read  many  books  produceth 
confusion,  rather  than  learning,  like  as  those  who 
dwell  everywhere,  are  not  anywhere  at  home.”  He 
alludes  here  to  the  saying  of  Seneca,  “ Nusquam  est 
qui  ubique  est.”  * “ And  like  as  in  society,  we  use 

not  daily  the  community  of  all  our  acquaintances, 
but  of  some  few  selected  friends,  even  so  likewise 
ought  we  to  accustom  ourselves  to  the  best  books, 
and  to  make  the  same  familiar  unto  us,  that  is,  to 
have  them,  as  we  use  to  say,  at  our  fingers’  ends.” 
The  great  logician.  Bishop  Sanderson,  to  whom  I for- 
merly referred,  as  his  friend  and  biographer  Isaac  Wal- 
ton informs  us,  said  “ that  he  declined  reading  many 
books ; but  what  he  did  read  were  well  chosen,  and 
read  so  often  that  he  became  very  familiar  with  them. 
They  were  principally  three, — Aristotle’s  Rhetoric, 
Aquinas’s  Secunda  Secundw,  and  Cicero,  particularly 

a Sale*.,  xii.  12. — Ed.  7 No.  dcccxliv.  Of  Learned  Men. 

a Quintilian,  x.  1,  69.  Pliny,  — Ed. 

Ep.,  vii.  9.  Seneca,  De  Trawptill.  8 Epiet.,  it — Ed. 

Auimi,  c.  9;  Spiel.,  2,  45. — Ed. 
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his  Offices.”  “ The  great  Lord  Burleigh,  we  are  told  lect. 

by  his  biographer,  carried  Cicero  De  Officiis,  with  ^ 

Aristotle’s  Rhetoric,  always  in  his  bosom  ; these  being 
complete  pieces,  “ that  would  make  both  a scholar  and 
an  honest  man.”  “ Our  age,”  says  Herder,  “ is  the  H«rd«r. 
reading  age ; ” and  he  adds,  “ it  would  have  been 
better,  in  my  opinion,  for  the  world  and  for  science, 
if,  instead  of  the  multitude  of  books  which  now  over- 
lay us,  we  possessed  only  a few  works  good  and  ster- 
ling, and  which,  as  few,  would,  therefore,  be  more 
diligently  and  profoundly  studied.”  ^ I might  quote 
to  you  many  other  testimonies  to  the  same  effect ; 
but  testimonies  are  useless  in  support  of  so  manifest 
a truth. 

For  what  purpose, — with  what  intent,  do  we  read  ? Boa  of 
We  read  not  for  the  sake  of  reading,  but  we  read  to 
the  end  that  we  may  think.  Reading  is  valuable 
only  as  it  may  supply  to  us  the  materials  which 
the  mind  itself  elaborates.  As  it  is  not  the  largest 
quantity  of  any  kind  of  food,  taken  into  the  stomach, 
that  conduces  to  health,  but  such  a quantity  of  such 
a kind  as  can  be  best  digested ; so  it  is  not  the 
greatest  complement  of  any  kind  of  information  that 
improves  the  mind,  but  such  a quantity  of  such  a 
kind  as  determines  the  intellect  to  most  vigorous 
energy.  The  only  profitable  reading  is  that  in  which 
we  are  compelled  to  think,  and  think  intensely ; 
whereas  that  reading  which  serves  only  to  dissipate 
and  divert  our  thought,  is  either  positively  hurtful, 
or  useful  only  as  an  occasional  relaxation  from  severe 
exertion.  But  the  amount  of  vigorous  thinking  is 

a See  Walton’s  livts  of  Dotavt,  P Brief e Uber  dot  Stud,  der  Thml, 

WoUon,  Hooker,  Herbert,  and  San-  B.  xlix.,  Werke,  xiv.  267,  ed.  1829. 
derson,  vol.  ii.  p.  287,  ed.  Zouch,  — Ei>. 

York,  1817.— Ed. 
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of  what  U 
to  be  reed. 
Pint  Rule. 


usually  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  multifarious  reading. 
Multifarious  reading  is  agreeable;  but,  as  a habit,  it 
is,  in  its  way,  as  destructive  to  the  mental  as  dram- 
drinking is  to  the  boddy  health. 

II.  In  reference  to  the  Quality  of  what  is  to  be  read, 
the  First  of  the  five  rules  is — ‘ Select  the  works  of 
principal  importance,  in  accommodation  either  to  the 
several  sciences  themselves,  to  your  particular  aim  in 
reading,  or  to  your  individual  disposition  and  wants.’ 
This  rule  is  too  manifestly  true  to  require  any  illus- 
tration of  its  truth.  No  one  will  deny  that  for  the 
accomplishment  of  an  end,  you  ought  to  employ  the 
means  best  calculated  for  its  accomplishment.  This 
is  all  that  the  rule  inculcates.  But  while  there  is  no 
di£Bculty  about  the  expediency  of  obeying  the  rule, 
there  is  often  considerable  difficulty  in  obeying  it.  To 
know  what  books  ought  to  be  read  in  order  to  learn 
a science,  is  in  fact  frequently  obtained  only  after  the 
science  has  been  already  learned.  On  this  point  no 
general  advice  can  be  given.  We  have,  on  all  of  the 
sciences,  works  which  profess  to  supply  the  advice 
which  the  student  here  requires.  But  in  general,  I 
must  say,  they  are  of  small  assistance  in  pointing  out 
what  books  we  should  select,  however  useful  they  may 
be  in  showing  Tis  what  books  exist  upon  a science. 
In  this  respect,  the  British  student  also  labours  under 
peculiar  disadvantages.  The  libraries  in  this  country 
are,  one  and  all  of  them,  wretchedly  imperfect ; and 
there  are  few  departments  of  science,  in  which  they 
are  not  destitute  even  of  the  works  of  primary  neces- 
sity,— works  which,  from  their  high  price,  but  more 
frequently  from  the  difficulty  of  procuring  them,  are 
beyond  the  reach  of  ordinary  readers. 

Under  the  head  of  Quality  the  Second  Rule  is — 
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‘ Read  not  the  more  detailed  works  upon  a science,  lect, 

until  you  have  obtained  a rudimentary  knowledge  of ! 

it  in  general.’  The  expediency  of  this  rule  is  suffi- 
ciently  apparent.  It  is  altogether  impossible  to  read 
with  advantage  an  extensive  work  on  any  branch  of 
knowledge,  if  we  are  not  previously  aware  of  its  general 
bearing,  and  of  the  relations  in  which  its  several  parts 
stand  to  each  other.  In  this  case,  the  mind  is  over- 
powered and  oppressed  by  the  mass  of  details  pre- 
sented to  it, — details,  the  significance  and  subordina- 
tion of  which  it  is  as  yet  unable  to  recognise.  A con- 
spectus,— a survey  of  the  science  as  a whole,  ought, 
therefore,  to  precede  the  study  of  it  in  its  parts ; we 
should  be  aware  of  its  distribution,  before  we  attend 
to  what  is  distributed, — we  should  possess  the  empty 
framework,  before  we  collect  the  materials  with  which 
' it  is  to  be  filled.  Hence  the  utility  of  an  encyclo- 
paedical knowledge  of  the  sciences  in  general,  prelimi- 
nary to  a study  of  the  several  sciences  in  particular  ; 
that  is,  a summary  knowledge  of  their  objects,  their 
extent,  their  connection  with  each  other.  By  this 
means  the  student  is  enabled  to  steer  his  way  on  the 
wide  ocean  of  science.  By  this  means  he  always  knows 
whereabouts  he  is,  and  becomes  aware  of  the  point 
towards  which  his  author  is  leading  him. 

In  entering  upon  the  study  of  such  authors  as  Plato, 
Aristotle,  Descartes,  Spinoza,  Leibnitz,  Locke,  Kant, 

&c.,  it  is,  therefore,  proper  that  we  first  obtain  a pre- 
paratory acquaintance  with  the  scope,  both  of  their 
philosophy  in  general,  and  of  the  particular  work  on 
which  we  are  about  to  enter.  In  the  case  of  writers 
of  such  ability  this  is  not  diflBcult  to  do ; as  there  are 
abundance  of  subsidiary  works,  afibrding  the  prelimi- 
nary knowledge  of  which  we  are  in  quest  But  in  the 
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1 we  may  often,  in  some  degree,  prepare  ourselves  for  a 

regular  perusal,  by  examining  the  table  of  contents, 
and  taking  a cursory  inspection  of  its  several  depart- 
ments. In  this  respect  and  also  in  others,  the  follow- 
ing advice  of  Gibbon  to  young  students  is  highly  de- 

Oibbon  serving  of  attention.  “ After  a rapid  glance  (I  trans- 
late from  the  original  Freneh) — after  a rapid  glance 
on  the  subject  and  distribution  of  a new  book,  I sus- 
pend the  reading  of  it,  which  I only  resume  after  hav- 
ing myself  examined  the  subject  in  all  its  relations, 
— after  having  ealled  up  in  my  solitary  walks  all  that 
I have  read,  thought,  or  learned  in  regard  to  the  sub- 
ject of  the  whole  book,  or  of  some  ehapter  in  particu- 
lar. I thus  place  myself  in  a eondition  to  estimate 
what  the  author  may  add  to  my  general  stoek  of 
knowledge  ; and  I am  thus  sometimes  favourably  dis- 
posed by  the  aecordance,  sometimes  armed  by  the 
opposition,  of  our  views.”  “ 

Third  The  Third  Rule  under  the  head  of  Quality  is — 
‘ Make  yourselves  familiar  with  a science  in  its  present 
state,  before  you  proceed  to  study  it  in  its  chronologi- 
cal development.’  The  propriety  of  this  procedure  is 
likewise  manifest.  Unless  we  be  acquainted  with  a 
science  in  its  more  advanced  state,  it  is  impossible  to 
distinguish  between  what  is  more  or  less  important, 
and,  eonsequently,  impossible  to  determine  what  is  or 
is  not  worthy  of  attention  in  the  doctrines  of  its  earlier 
cultivators.  We  shall  thus  also  be  overwhelmed  by 
the  infinitude  of  details  successively  presented  to  us  ; 
all  will  be  confusion  and  darkness,  where  aU  ought  to 

a The  Rnbitance  of  the  above  pas-  pp.  64,  55;  ed.  1837.  The  French 
sage  is  given  in  English,  in  Gibbon’s  original  is  quoted  by  Scheidler,  Ho- 
Memoirs  of  my  Life  and  Writings,  degelit,  § 55,  p.  204. — Ed. 
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be  order  and  light.  It  is  thus  improper  to  study  lkct. 

philosophy  historically,  or  in  its  past  progress,  be-  1. 

fore  we  have  studied  it  statistically,  or  in  its  actual 
results. 

The  Fourth  Rvile  under  the  same  head  is — ‘ To  Fourth 
avoid  erroneous  and  exclusive  views,  read  and  com-  *' 
pare  together  the  more  important  works  of  every  party.’ 

In  proportion  as  different  opinions  may  be  entertained 
in  regard  to  the  objects  of  a science,  the  more  neces- 
sary is  it  that  we  should  weigh  with  care  and  imparti- 
ality the  reasons  on  which  these  different  opinions  rest. 

Such  a science,  in  particular,  is  philosophy,  and  such 
sciences,  in  general,  are  those  which  proceed  out  of 
philosophy.  In  the  philosophical  sciences,  we  ought, 
therefore,  to  be  especially  on  our  guard  against  that 
partiality  which  considers  only  the  arguments  in  favour 
of  particular  opiniona  It  is  true  that  in  the  writings 
of  one  party  we  find  adduced  the  reasons  of  the  oppo- 
site party ; but  frequently  so  distorted,  so  mutilated, 
so  enert^ated,  that  their  refutation  occasions  little 
effort.  We  must,  therefore,  study  the  arguments  on 
both  sides,  if  we  would  avoid  those  one-sided  and  con- 
tracted views  which  are  the  result  of  party -spirit 
The  precept  of  the  Apostle,  “ Test  all  things,  hold  fast 
by  that  which  is  good,”  is  a precept  which  is  applicable 
equally  in  philosophy  as  in  theology,  but  a precept 
that  has  not  been  more  frequently  neglected  in  the 
one  study  than  in  the  other. 

The  Fifth  Rule  under  the  head  of  Quality  is — * To  FiWi  Rule, 
avoid  a one-sided  development  of  mind,  combine  with 
the  study  of  works  which  cultivate  the  Understanding, 
the  study  of  works  which  cultivate  the  Taste.’  The 
propriety  of  this  rule  requires  no  elucidation. 

I therefore  pass  on  to  the  third  head — viz.  the 
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L Rule  is — ‘ Read  that  you  may  accurately  remember, 

but  still  more  that  you  may  fully  understand.'  This 

Pint  Rule.  requires  no  comment.  Reading  should  not  be 
a learning  by  rote,  but  an  act  of  reflective  thinking. 
Memory  is  only  a subsidiary  faculty, — is  valuable 
merely  as  supplying  the  materials  on  which  the  under- 
standing is  to  operate.  We  read,  therefore,  principally, 
not  to  remember  facts  but  to  understand  relations. 
To  commit,  therefore,  to  memory  what  we  read,  before 
we  elaborate  it  into  an  intellectual  possession,  is  not 
only  useless  but  detrimental ; for  the  habit  of  laying 
up  in  memory  what  has  not  been  digested  by  the 
understanding,  is  at  once  the  cause  and  the  efiect  of 
mental  weakness. 

Second  The  Second  Rule  under  this  head  is — ‘ Strive  to 
compass  the  general  tenor  of  a work,  before  you  at- 
tempt to  judge  of  it  in  detail.'  Nothing  can  be  more 
absurd  than  the  attempt  to  judge  a part,  before  com- 
prehending the  whole ; but  unfortunately  nothing  is 
more  common,  especially  among  professional  critics, — 
reviewers.  This  proceeding  is,  however,  as  frequently 
the  efiect  of  wilful  misrepresentation,  as  of  uninten- 
tional error. 

Third  Rule.  The  Third  Rule  under  this  head  is — ‘ Accommodate 

the  intensity  of  the  reading  to  the  importance  of  the 
work.  Some  books  are,  therefore,  to  be  only  dipped 
into ; others  are  to  be  run  over  rapidly ; and  others 
to  be  studied  long  and  sedulously.'  All  books  are  not 
to  be  read  with  the  same  attention  ; and,  accordingly, 

Lretio  cm-  an  ancicnt  distinction  was  taken  of  reading  into  lectio 
cursoria  and  lectio  stataria.  The  former  of  these 
we  have  adopted  in  English,  cursory  reading  being 
a familiar  and  correct  translation  of  lectio  cursoria. 
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But  lectio  stataria  cannot  be  so  well  rendered  by  the  lectt. 

expression  of  stationary  reading.  “ Read  not,”  says  L 

Bacon  in  his  Fiftieth  Essay — “ read  not  to  contradict 
and  confute,  nor  to  believe  and  take  for  granted,-  nor 
to  find  talk  and  discourse,  but  to  weigh  and  consider. 

Some  books  are  to  be  tasted,  others  are  to  be  swallowed, 
and  some  few  to  be  chewed  and  digested ; that  is, 
some  books  are  to  be  read  only  in  parts ; others  to  be 
read,  but  not  curiously ; and  some  few  to  be  read 
wholly  and  with  diligence  and  attention.  Some  books 
also  may  be  read  by  deputy,  and  extracts  made  of 
them  by  others  ; but  that  would  be  only  in  the  less 
important  arguments,  and  the  meaner  sort  of  books  ; 
else  distilled  books  are,  like  common  distilled  waters, 
fleshy  things.”  “ One  kind  of  books,”  says  the  great  JohMm 
historian,  Johann  von  Miiller,®  " I read  with  great 
rapidity,  for  in  these  there  is  much  dross  to  throw 
aside,  and  little  gold  to  be  found ; some,  however,  there 
are  all  gold  and  diamonds,  and  he  who,  for  example, 
in  Tacitus  can  read  more  than  twenty  pages  in  four 
hours,  certainly  does  not  understand  him.” 

Rapidity  in  reading  depends,  however,  greatly  on 
our  acquaintance  with  the  subject  of  discussion.  At 
first,  upon  a science  we  can  only  read  with  profit  few 
books,  and  laboriously.  By  degrees,  however,  our 
knowledge  of  the  matters  treated  expands,  the  reason- 
ings appear  more  manifest, — we  advance  more  easily, 
until  at  length  we  are  able,  without  overlooking  any- 
thing of  importance,  to  read  with  a velocity  which 
appears  almost  incredible  for  those  who  are  only 
commencing  the  study. 

The  Fourth  Rule  under  this  head  is — ‘ Regulate  on  Fourth 

Rulo. 

o Werke,  iv.  177.  Cf.  xvii.  253.  65,  p.  204. — Ed. 

Quoted  by  Scheidler,  Ilodegttik,  § 
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1-  the  works  you  read.’ 

So  much  for  the  Unilateral  Communication  of 
thought,  as  a mean  of  knowledge.  We  now  proceed 
to  the  Mutual  Communication  of  thought, — Confer- 
ence. 

ConfCTOTM,  This  is  either  mere  Conversation, — mere  Dialogue, 
kindi.  or  Formal  Dispute,  and  at  present  we  consider  both 
of  these  exclusively,  only  as  a means  of  knowledge, — 
only  as  means  for  the  communication  of  truth. 

1.  DWogue.  The  employment  of  Dialogue  as  such  a mean,  re- 

quires great  skill  and  dexterity ; for  presence  of  mind, 
confidence,  tact,  and  pliability  are  necessary  for  this, 
and  these  are  only  obtained  by  exercise,  independently 
of  natural  talent.  This  was  the  method  which  Socra- 
- tes  almost  exclusively  employed  in  the  communication 
of  knowledge ; and  he  called  it  his  art  of  intellectual 
midwifery,  because  in  its  application  truth  is  not  given 
over  by  the  master  to  the  disciple,  but  the  master,  by 
skilful  questioning,  only  helps  the  disciple  to  deliver 
himself  of  the  truth  explicitly,  which  his  mind  had 
before  held  implicitly.  This  method  is  not,  however, 
applicable  to  all  kinds  of  knowledge,  but  only  to  those 
which  the  human  intellect  is  able  to  evolve  out  of  it- 
self, that  is,  only  to  the  cognitions  of  Pure  Reason. 

2.  Di»pull^  Disputation  is  of  two  principal  kinds,  inasmuch  as  it 

is  oral  or  written  ; and  in  both  cases,  the  controversy 
**“■  may  be  conducted  either  by  the  rules  of  strict  logical 
disputation,  or  left  to  the  freedom  of  debate.  With- 
out entering  on  details,  it  may  be  sufiBcient  to  state,  in 
AcdomiMi  regard  to  Logical  Disputation,  that  it  is  here  essential 
diipuuiioo.  point  in  question, — the  status  controversice, — 

the  thesis,  should,  in  the  first  place,  be  accurately  de- 
termined, in  order  to  prevent  all  logomachy,  or  mere 
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verbal  wrangling.  This  being  done,  that  disputant 
who  denies  the  thesis,  and  who  is  called  the  opponent, 
may  either  call  upon  the  disputant  who  affirms  the 
thesis,  and  who  is  called  the  defendant,  to  allege  an 
argument  in  its  support,  or  he  may  at  once  himself 
produce  his  counter-argument.  To  avoid,  however,  aU 
misunderstanding,  the  opponent  should  also  advance 
an  antithesis,  that  is,  a proposition  conflictive  with  the 
thesis,  and  when  this  has  been  denied  by  the  defend- 
ant the  process  of  argumentation  commences.  This 
proceeds  in  regular  syllogisms,  and  is  governed  by 
definite  rules,  which  are  all  so  calculated  that  the  dis- 
cussion is  not  allowed  to  wander  from  the  point  at 
issue,  and  each  disputant  is  compelled,  in  reference  to 
every  syllogism  of  his  adversary,  either  to  admit,  or 
to  deny,  or  to  distinguish."  These  rules  you  will  find 
in  most  of  the  older  systems  of  Logic ; in  particular 
I may  refer  you  to  them  as  detailed  in  Heerebord’s 
Praxis  Logica,  to  be  found  at  the  end  of  his  edition 
of  the  Synopsis  of  Burgersdicius.  The  practice  of 
disputation  was  long  and  justly  regarded  as  the  most 
important  of  academical  exercises;  though  liable  to 
abuse,  the  good  which  it  certainly  insures  greatly  sur- 
passes the  evil  which  it  may  accidentally  occasion. 


LECT. 
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o Cf.  Krug,  Logik,  § 186.  Anm.  138.— Ed, 

2.  Scheidler,  Hodegttik,  § 45,  p. 
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I. 

THE  CHAEACTER  AND  COMPREHENSION  OF  LOGIC. 
—A  FRAGMENT. 

(See  above,  Volume  I.,  page  4.) 

In  the  commencement  of  a course  of  academical  instruction,  there 
are  usually  two  primary  questions  which  obtrude  themselves ; 
and  with  the  answer  to  these  questions  I propose  to  occupy  the 
present  I.ecture. 

The  first  of  these  questions  is, — What  is  the  character  and 
comprehension  of  the  subject  to  be  taught  ? The  second, — What 
is  the  mode  of  teaching  it  ? In  regard  to  the  former  of  these, 
the  question, — What  is  to  be  taught, — in  the  present  instance  is 
assuredly  not  superfluous.  The  subject  of  our  course  is,  indeed, 
professedly  Logic;  but  as  under  that  rubric  it  baa  been  too  often 
the  practice,  in  our  Scottish  Universities,  to  comprehend  almost 
everything  except  the  science  which  that  name  properly  denotes, 
it  is  evident  that  the  mere  intimation  of  a course  of  Lectures  on 
Logic  does  not  of  itself  definitely  mark  out  what  the  professor  is 
to  teach,  and  what  the  student  may  rely  on  learning. 

I shall,  therefore,  proceed  to  give  you  a general  notion  of  what 
Logic  is,  and  of  the  relation  in  which  it  stands  to  the  other 
sciences,  for  Logic, — Logic  properly  so  called, — is  the  all-import- 
ant science  in  which  it  is  at  once  my  duty  and  my  desire  fuUy 
and  faithfully  to  instruct  you. 

The  very  general, — I may  call  it  the  very  vague, — conception 
which  I can  at  present  attempt  to  shadow  out  of  the  scope  and 
nature  of  Logic,  is  of  course  not  intended  to  anticipate  what  is 
hereafter  to  be  articulately  stated  in  regard  to  the  peculiar 
character  of  this  science. 
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All  science,  all  knowledge,  is  divided  into  two  great  branches ; 
for  it  is  either,  1“,  Conversant  about  Objects  Known,  or,  2°,  Con- 
versant about  the  Manner  of  knowing  them,  in  other  words, 
about  the  laws  or  conditions  under  which  such  objects  are  cog- 
nisable. The  former  of  these  is  Direct  Science,  or  Science 
simply ; the  latter,  Eeflex  Science, — the  Science  of  Science,  or 
the  Method  of  Science. 

Now  of  these  categories  or  great  branches  of  knowledge.  Simple 
Science,  or  Science  directly  conversant  about  Objects,  is  again 
divided  into  two  branches ; for  it  is  either  conversant  about  the 
phenomena  of  the  internal  world,  as  revealed  to  us  in  conscious- 
ness, or  about  the  pheenomena  of  the  external  world,  as  made 
known  to  us  by  sensa  The  former  of  these  constitutes  the 
Science  of  Mind,  the  latter  the  Science  of  Matter ; and  each  is 
again  divided  and  subdivided  into  those  numerous  branches,  which 
together  luake  up  nearly  the  whole  cycle  of  human  knowledge. 

The  other  category, — the  Science  of  Science,  or  the  Method- 
ology of  Science, — falls  likewise  into  two  branches,  according  as 
the  conditions  which  it  considers  are  the  laws  which  determine 
the  possibility  of  the  mind,  or  subject  of  science,  knowing,  or 
the  laws  which  determine  the  possibility  of  the  existence,  or 
object  of  science,  being  known ; Science,  I repeat,  considered  as 
reflected  upon  its  own  conditions,  is  twofold,  for  it  either  con- 
siders the  laws  under  which  the  human  mind  can  know,  or  the 
laws  under  which  what  is  proposed  by  the  human  mind  to  know, 
can  be  known.  Of  these  two  sciences  of  science,  the  former, — 
that  which  treats  of  those  conditions  of  knowledge  which  lie  in 
the  nature  of  thought  itself, — is  Logic,  properly  so  called ; the 
latter, — that  which  treats  of  those  conditions  of  knowledge  which 
lie  in  the  nature,  not  of  thought  itself,  but  of  that  which  we 
think  about, — this  has  as  yet  obtained  no  recognised  appellation, 
no  name  by  which  it  is  imiversally  and  familiarly  known.  Vari- 
ous denominations  have  indeed  been  given  to  it  in  its  several  ptarts 
or  in  its  special  relations ; thus  it  has  been  called  Heuretic,  in  so 
far  as  it  expounds  the  rules  of  Invention  or  Discovery,  Architec- 
tonic, in  so  far  as  it  treats  of  the  method  of  building  up  our  ob- 
servations into  system ; but  hitherto  it  has  obtained,  as  a whole, 
no  adequate  and  distinctive  title.  The  consequence,  or  perhaps 
the  cause,  of  this  want  of  a peculiar  name  to  mark  out  the  second 
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science  of  science,  as  distinguished  from  the  first,  is  that  the  two 
have  frequently  been  mixed  up  together,  and  that  the  name  of 
Loffic  has  been  stretched  so  as  to  comprehend  the  confu-sed  assem- 
blage of  their  doctrines.  Of  these  two  sciences  of  the  conditions 
of  knowledge,  the  one  owes  its  systematic  development  prin- 
cipally to  Aristotle,  the  other  to  Bacon;  though  neither  of 
hese  philosophers  has  preci.sely  marked  or  rigidly  observeil  the 
limits  which  separate  them  from  each  other ; and  from  tlie  cir- 
cumstance, that  the  latter  gave  to  his  great  Treatise  the  name  of 
Organum, — the  name  which  has  in  later  times  been  applied  to 
designate  the  complement  of  the  Logical  Treatises  of  the  former, 
— from  this  circumstance,  I say,  it  has  often  been  supposed,  that 
the  aim  of  Bacon  was  to  build  up  a Logic  of  his  own  upon  the 
ruins  of  the  Aristotelic.  Nothing,  however,  can  be  more  errone- 
ous, either  as  to  Bacon’s  views,  or  as  to  the  relation  in  which  the 
two  sciences  mutually  stand.  These  are  not  only  not  inconsistent, 
they  are  in  fact,  as  correlative,  each  necessary  to,  each  dependent 
on,  the  other;  and  although  they  constitute  two  several  doctrines, 
which  must  be  treated  in  the  first  instance  each  by  and  for  itself, 
they  are,  however,  in  the  last  resort  only  two  phases, — two  mem- 
bers, of  one  great  doctrine  of  method,  which  considers,  in  the 
counter  relations  of  thought  to  the  object,  and  of  the  object  to 
thought,  the  universal  conditions  by  which  the  possibility  of 
human  knowledge  is  regulated  and  defined. 

But  allowing  the  term  Logic  to  be  extended  so  as  to  denote  the 
genus  of  which  these  opposite  doctrines  of  Method  are- the  species, 
it  will,  however,  be  necessary  to  add  a ditference  by  which  these 
special  Logics  may  be  distinguished  from  each  other,  and  from  the 
generic  science  of  which  they  are  the  constituents.  The  doctrine, 
therefore,  which  expounds  the  laws  by  which  our  scientific  pro- 
cedure should  be  governed,  in  so  far  as  these  lie  in  the  forms  of 
thought,  or  in  the  conditions  of  the  mind  itself,  which  is  the  sub- 
ject in  which  knowledge  inheres, — this  science  may  be  called  For- 
mal, or  Subjective,  or  Abstract,  or  Puire  Logic.  The  science,  again, 
which  expounds  the  laws  by  which  our  scientific  procedure  should 
be  governed,  in  so  far  as  these  lie  in  the  contents,  materials,  or  ob- 
jects, about  which  knowledge  is  conversant, — this  science  may  be 
called  Material,  or  Objective,  or  Concrete,  or  Applied  Logic. 

Now  it  is  Logic,  taken  in  its  most  unexclusive  acceptation. 
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■which  will  constitute  the  object  of  our  consideration  in  the  follow- 
ing course.  Of  the  two  branches  into  which  it  falls,  Formal  Logic, 
or  Logic  Proper,  demands  the  principal  share  of  our  attention,  and 
tliis  for  various  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  considered  in  reference 
to  the  quantity  of  their  contents.  Formal  Logic  is  a far  more  com- 
prehensive and  complex  science  than  Material.  For,  to  speak  first 
of  the  latter ; — if  we  abstract  from  the  specialities  of  particular 
objects  and  sciences,  and  consider  only  the  rules  which  ought  to 
govern  our  procedure  in  reference  to  the  object-matter  of  the  sci- 
ences in  general, — and  this  is  all  that  a universal  Logic  can  pro- 
pose,— these  rules  are  few  in  number,and  their  applications  simple 
and  evident  A Material  or  Objective  Logic,  except  in  special 
subordination  to  the  circumstances  of  particular  sciences,  is,  there- 
fore, of  very  narrow  limits,  and  all  that  it  can  tell  us  is  soon  told. 
Of  the  former,  on  the  other  hand,  the  reverse  is  true.  For  though 
the  highest  laws  of  thought  be  few  in  number,  and  though  Logic 
proper  be  only  an  articulate  exposition  of  the  universal  necessity 
of  these,  still  the  steps  through  which  this  exposition  must  be 
accomplished,  are  both  many  and  multiform. 

In  the  second  place,  the  doctrines  of  Material  Logic  are  not 
only  far  fewer  and  simpler  than  those  of  Formal  Logic,  they  are 
also  less  independent ; for  the  principles  of  the  latter,  once  estab- 
lished, those  of  the  other  are  either  implicitly  confirmed,  or  the 
foundation  laid  on  which  they  can  be  easily  rested. 

In  the  third  place,  the  study  of  Formal  Logic  is  a more  improv- 
ing exercise;  for,  as  exclusively  conversant  with  the  laws  of 
thought,  it  necessitates  a turning  back  of  the  intellect  upon  itself, 
which  is  a less  easy,  and,  therefore,  a more  invigorating,  energy, 
than  the  mere  contemplation  of  the  objects  directly  presented  to 
our  observation. 

In  the  fourth  place,  the  doctrines  of  Formal  Logic  are  possessed 
of  an  intrinsic  and  necessary  evidence,  they  shine  out  by  their 
native  light,  and  do  not  require  any  proof  or  corroboration  beyond 
that  which  consciousness  itself  supplies.  They  do  not,  therefore, 
require,  as  a preliminary  condition,  any  apparatus  of  acquired 
knowledge.  Formal  Logic  is,  therefore,  better  fitted  than  Material, 
for  the  purposes  of  academical  instruction ; for  the  latter,  primarily 
conversant  with  the  conditions  of  the  external  world,  is  in  itself  a 
less  invigorating  exercise,  as  determining  the  mind  to  a feebler  and 
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more  ordinary  exertion,  and,  at  the  same  time,  cannot  adequately 
be  understood  without  the  previous  possession  of  such  a comple- 
ment of  information,  as  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  count  upon 
in  the  case  of  those  who  are  only  commencing  their  philoso- 
phical studies. 


II. 

GENUS  OF  LOGIC. 

(See  above,  VoL  I.,  p.  9.) 

L — SCIENCE. 

A.  Afiinnative. 

Stoici,  (v.  Alexander  Aphrod.  In  Topica,  Prooem. ; Diogenes 
Laertius,  Vita  Zenonis,  L.  vii.,  § 42).  “Plato  et  Platonic!  et 
Academic!  omnes,”  (v.  Camerarius,  Selectas  Disput.  Philos.,  Pars 
L,  qm  3,  p.  30). 

(o) — SPECULATIVE  SCIENCE 

Toletus,  7n  Univ.  Arist.  Log.,  Be  Dial,  in  Com/muni,  Qu.  iL,  iv. 
“ Commimiter  Thomistse,  ut  Capreolus,  Sotus,  Masius,  Flandra, 
Soncinas,  Javellus : Omnes  fere  ScotisUe  cum  Scoto,  ut  Valera, 
Antonius  Andreas,  &c.”  (v.  Ildephonsus  de  Penafiel,  Logicce  Bia- 
Disp.  i.  qu.  4.  Citrsiis,  p.  79.)  For  Aquinas,  Durandus, 
Niphus,  Canariensis,  see  Antonius  Ruvio,  Comm,  in  Arist.  Dialect., 
Prooem.  qu.  6.  For  Bacchonus,  Javellus,  Averroes,  see  Conimhri- 
censes.  In  Arist.  Bud.  Prooem.  Q.  iv.  art  5.  Lalemandet,  Our- 
sus  Phil.,  Logica,  Disp.  iii.  part  iiL  Derodon,  Logica  Bestit.,  Be 
Oenere,  p.  45.  Camerarius,  Bisp.  Phil.,  Pars  i.,  qu.  3, 4.  (That  Lo~ 
gica  docens  a true  science.)  For  Pseudo-Augustinus,  Avicenna, 
Alpharabius,  see  Conimbricenses,  Comm,  in  Arist.  Biol.,  Prooem. 
Qu  iv.  art.  3.  For  Boethius,  Mercado,  Vera  Cruce,  Montanesius, 
see  Masius,  Comm,  in  Porph.  et  in  Universam  Aristotelis  Lo- 
gicam.  Sect  L,  Prooem.  qu  v.  et  seg.  Poncius,  De  Nat.  Log.,  Disp. 
ii.,  concL  2.  For  Rapinaeus,  Petronius,  Faber,  see  Camerarius, 
Sd.  Diy).  Phil.,  Pars  i.,  qu  4,  p.  44. 
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(b) — PKACriCAL  SCIEKCE. 

Coniinbricenses,  In  Uniwrsam  Aristotdis  Diakciicam 
Procem.  Q.  iv.,  art.  5.  Fonseca,  In  Mctaph.  L.  iL  a 3,  qu. 
1,  § 7.  For  Venetus,  Albertus  Magnus,  Jandunus,  see  Euvio, 
1.  c.  Schuler,  Philosophia  nova  Methodo  Expilicata,  Pars  Prior, 
L.  V.  ex.  L,  p.  306.  (1603.)  D’Abra  de  Eaconis,  Sunima  Totiua 
Philosophia;,  Log.  Pral.,  c.  i.  Isendoom,  Cursus  Logicus,  L. 
i,  c.  2,  qu.  7.  Biel,  In  Sentent.,  L ii.  Prol.  Occam,  Summa 
Totius  Logica;,  D.  xxxix.  qm  6.  For  Aureolus,  Bern.  Miraudulanus, 
see  Conivibricams,  1.  c.  For  Mathisius,  Murcia,  Vasquez,  Eckius, 
see  Camerarius,  Sel.  Disp.  Phil.  Pars  i.,  qu.  4,  p.  44.  Ildephon- 
sus  de  Penafiel,  Log.  Disp.  D.  i.  qu.  4,  sect.  2.  Oviedo,  Cursus 
Philosophicus,  Log.,  Contr.  Procem.  ii.  6.  Arriaga,  Cursus  Philo- 
sophicus,  Disp.  iii.  § 4. 

(c)— SPECULATIVE  AND  PRACTICAL. 

Suarez,  Disp.  Metaph.,  Disp.  i.  § iv.  26 ; Disp.  xliv.  § xiii. 
54  Ilurtado  de  Mendoza,  Log.  Disp.  D.  ii  § 2. 

B.  Negative. 

For  almost  all  the  Greek  commentators,  see  Zabarella,  Opera 
Logica,  De  Nat.  Log.,  L i.  c.  5,  and  Smiglecius,  Logica,  D.  iL  qu.  5. 
See  also  Edephonsus  de  Penafiel,  Disp.  Log.  D.  L qu.  i,  § 1,  p.  67. 


n.— ART. 

Scheibler,  Opera  Logica,  Pars  i.  c.  1,  p.  49.  J.  C.  Scaliger, 
Exerdtatiorus,  Exerc.  i.  3.  G.  J.  Vossius,  De  Natura  Artium, 
L.  iv.,  c.  2,  § 4.  Balforeus,  In  Org.  Q.  v.  § 6,  Procem.,  p.  31. 
Bui^ersdicius,  Instiiutiones  Logicce,  Lib.  L c.  1.  Paciua,  Comm, 
in  Org.  p.  1.  Sanderson,  Log.  Artis  Compendium,  L.  i.  c.  1,  p.  1. 
Cf.  p.  192.  Aldrich,  Artis  Log.  Compendium,  L.  L c.  1,  p.  1. 
HQdenius,  Qucestiones  et  Commentaria  in  Organon,  p.  579  (1585.) 
Goclenius,  Problemata  Logica  et  Philosophica,  Pars  L qu.  3. 
Eamus,  Dialectica,  L L c.  1.  Augustinus,  De  Ordine,  iL  c.  15. 
Cicero,  De  Claris  Oratoribus,  c.  41 ; De  Oratore,  L.  iL,  c.  38. 
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Lovanienses,  Comm.  inArist.  Dial.  Praef.  p.  3.  Eodolphus  Agri- 
cola, Dt  Dialecticcc  InvetUione,  L.  ii.  p.  255.  Monlorius,  (Bapt.), 
Comm,  in  Anal.  Pr.  Pnef.  Nunneaius,  Be  Constitut.  Dial.,  p.  43. 
Downam,  (Eamist),  Comm,  in  Ram.  Dial.,  L.  i.  c.  1,  p.  3.  Paraeus, 
Ars  Logica,  p.  1,1670.  For  Horatius  Comacliinus,  Ant.  Bemardus 
Mirandtdanus,  Flamminiua  Nobilius,  see  Camerarius,  Sd.  Disp. 
Phil.,  Pars  i q.  3,  p.  30. 


in. — SCIENCE  AND  ART. 

Lalemandet,  Log.,  Disp.  iii  Part  iii.  cl.  4 (Logica  utens,  an 
art;  Logica  docenn,  a speculative  science.)  Tartaretus,  In  P. 
Hiapanum,  £ 2,  (Practical  Science  and  Art.)  P.  Hispanus,  C'opu- 
lata  Omn.  TrcuUat.  Pet.  Hisp.  Parv.  Logical.  T.  L £ 10,  1490. 
Philosophia  Yetua  et  Nova  in  Regia  Burgwndia  olim  Pertractata, 
Logica,  T.  I.,  pp.  58,  69.  4th  ed.  London,  1685.  Tosca,  Comp. 
Phil.  Log.,  Tr.  L 1.  iv.  c.  4,  p.  208,  (Practical  Science  and  Art). 
Purchot,  Instil.  Phil.,  T.  I.  Procem.  p.  36.  Eugenius,  Aoyi/c^,  pp. 
140,141.  Dupleix,  Zogfijwe,  p.  37.  FeLCciol&ti,  RudimcntaLogicce, 
p.  5.  Scbmier  Philosophia  Quadripartita,  (v.  Heumannus,  Acta 
Philosoph.,  iii.  p.  67.)  Aquinas  (in  Caramuel,  Phil.  Beaiis  et 
Rationalis,  Disp.  iL  p.  3). 


IV. — NEITHER  SCIENCE  NOR  ART,  BUT  INSTRUMENT,  ORGAN,  OR 
HABIT,  OR  INSTRUMENTAL  DISCIPLINE. 

Philoponns,  In.  An.  Prior.,  initio.  For  Ammonius,  (Pratf.  in. 
Prced.),  Alexander,  (In  Topica,  i.  c.  4;  Metaph.  iL  t.  15). 
Simplicius,  (Pnef.  in  Prced.),  Zabarella,  (De  Natura  Logicce,  L. 
L c.  10.),  Zimara,  (In  Tabula  v.  Absurdum^),  Averroes,  see 
Smiglecius,  Logica,  Disp.  ii.  qu.  6,  p.  89.  Aegidius,  In  An.  Post. 
L.  i.  qu.  1.  For  Magnesius,  Niger  (Petrus),  Villalpandeus,  see 
Ruvio,  In  Arist.  Dial,  procem.  qu.  2.  F.  Crellius,  Isagoge  Lo- 
gica, L.  L c.  1,  p.  6.  P.  Vallius,  Logica,  T.  I.  procem.  c.  L et  alibi. 
Bartbolinus,  Janitores  Logici,  II.  pp.  26  and  76.  Bertius,  Logica 
Petnjja/e/ica,  pp.  6, 10.  Themistius,  PosL  i.  c.  24.  Aquinas, 
OpvMula,  70,  qu.  Dc  Divisione  Sci&ntia  Specvlaiivce, — sed  alibi 
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scientiam  vocat.  (See  Conimbricenses,  In  Arist.  Dial.,  T.  L qu. 
iv.  art.  5,  p.  42).  Balduinus,  In  Qiuesito  an  Logica  sit  Scientia. 
Scaynus,  Paraphrasis  in  Organon,  Prajf.  p.  9. 


V. — THAT,  LOOSELY  TAKI.VO  THE  TERMS,  LOGIC  IS  EITHER  ART, 
OR  SCIENCE,  OR  BOTH. 

Zabarella,  Opera  Logica,  De  Nat.  Log.,  L.  i.  c.  viii.  D’Abra 
de  Baconis,  Summa  Tot.  Phil.  Prcd.  Log.,  L.  iii.,  c.  1,  p.  8,  ed. 
Colon.,  (Practical  Science).  Balforeus,  In  Organon,  Q.  v.  §§  1,  6, 
pp.  20,  32.  (Art).  Derodon,  Logica  Restit.  De  Procem.  lag., 

р.  49,  (Speculative  Science).  Crellius,  Isagoge,  pp.  1, 4.  Bertius, 
Logica  Peripatetica,  pp.  11,  13.  Aldrich,  Log.  Comp.,  L ii. 

с.  8,  T.  i.  (Art).  Sanderson,  Log.  Art.  Comp.  Append,  Pr.,  c.  2, 

р.  192.  (Art).  Conimbricenses, T.  I.,  p.  33.  (Practi- 
cal Science).  Philosophia Burgundia,T.l.p\).f>Q,b2.  Eustacbius, 
Summa  Philosophia,  Dialcctica,  Quast.  Procem.,  i.  p.  4.  Nun- 
nesius,  De  Constit.  Dial.,  ff.  43,  68.  Scheibler,  Opera  Logica, 
pp.  48,  49.  Scaynus,  Par.  in  Org.,  pp.  11, 12.  Camerarius,  Sel. 
Disp.  Phil.,  Pars  i.  qu.  3,  pp.  31,  38  (Speculative  Science).  B. 
Pereira,  De  Commun.  Princip.  Onin.  Rer.  Natural.,  L i.  De  Phil. 

с.  18,  p.  60,  1618. 


VI. — THAT  AT  ONCE  SCIENCE  (PART  OP  PHILOSOPHY)  AND 
INSTRUMENT  OF  PHILOSOPHY. 

Boethius,  Prcrf.  in  Porphyr.  (a  Victorino  Transl.),  Opera,  p.  48. 
Eustacbius,  Summa  Philosophia,  p.  8,  (Scientia  organica  et  prac- 
tica.)  For  Simplicius,  Alexander,  Philoponus,&c.,see  Camerarius, 
SeL  Disp.  Phil.,  p.  30.  Pacius,  Com.  in.  Arist.  Org.,  p.  4. 


VIL — THAT  QUESTION,  tt'HETHEE  LOGIC  PART  OF  PHILOSOPHY 
OR  NOT,  AN  IDLE  QUESTION. 

Pacius,  Comm,  in  Arist.  Org.,  p.  4.  Avicenna,  (in  Conimbri- 
censes, In  Arist.  Dial.,  Qu.  iv.  art.  4,  T.  I.  p.  38.) 
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VIII. — THAT  QUESTION  OF  WHETHER  ART,  SCIENCE,  ETC.,  IDLE 
— ONLY  VERBAL. 

Buffier,  Coura  des  Sciences,  Seconde  Logique,  § 421,  p.  887. 

Eugenius,  'H  Aoyuicq,  p.  140,  has  the  following: — 

“ From  what  has  been  said,  therefore,  it  clearly  appears  of  what 
character  are  the  diversities  of  Logic,  and  what  its  nature.  For 
one  logic  is  Natural,  another  Acquired.  And  of  the  Natural, 
there  is  one  sort  according  to  Faculty,  another  according  to  Dis- 
position. And  of  the  Acquired,  there  is  again  a kind  according 
to  Art,  and  a kind  according  to  Science.  And  the  Natural 
Logic,  according  to  Faculty,  is  the  rational  faculty  itself  with 
which  every  human  individual  is  endowed,  through  which  all 
are  qualified  for  the  knowledge  and  discrimination  of  truth,  and 
which,  in  proportion  as  a man  employs  the  less,  the  less  is  he 
removed  from  irrationality.  But  the  Natural  Logic,  according 
to  Disposition,  is  the  same  faculty  by  which  some,  when  they 
reason,  are  wont  to  exert  their  cogitations  with  care  and  atten- 
tion, confusedly,  indeed,  and  uncritically,  still,  however,  in 
pursuit  of  the  truth.  The  Acquired,  according  to  Art,  is  the 
correct  and  corrected  knowledge  of  the  Kules,  through  which 
the  intellectual  eneigies  are,  without  fault  or  failure,  accom- 
plished. But  the  Acquired,  according  to  Science,  is  the  exact 
and  perfect  knowledge  both  of  the  energies  themselves  and  also 
of  the  causes  through  which,  and  through  which  exclusively, 
they  are  capable  of  being  directed  towards  the  truth.” 

( Natural,  according  to  j 
\ ’ “ ( iJisposition. 

Logic.  < 

ff  ( .Art 

( Acquired,  according  to  j 

"And  thus  Disposition  adds  to  Faculty  consuetude  and  a 
promptness  to  eneigise.  Art,  again,  adds  to  Disposition  a re- 
finement and  accuracy  of  energy.  Finally,  Science  adds  to  Art 
the  consciousness  of  cause,  and  the  power  of  rendering  a reason 
in  the  case  of  all  the  Rules.  And  the  natural  logician  may  be 
able,  in  his  random  reason,  to  apprehend  that,  so  to  speak,  one 
thing  has  determined  another,  although  the  nature  of  this  dcter- 
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niination  may  be  beyond  his  ken.  But  he  whose  disposition  is 
exercised  by  reflection  and  imitation,  being  able  easily  to  connect 
thought  with  thought,  is  cognisant  of  the  several  steps  of  the 
reasoning  process,  howbeit  this  otherwise  may  he  confused  and 
disjointed.  But  he  who  is  disciplined  in  the  art,  knows  exactly 
that,  in  an  act  of  inference,  there  are  required  three  terms,  and 
that  these  also  should  be  thus  or  thus  connected.  Finally,  the 
scientific  logician  understands  the  reason,  — why  three  terms 
enter  into  every  syllogism, — why  they  are  neither  more  nor 
fewer, — and  why  they  behove  to  be  combined  in  this,  and  in  no 
other  fashion. 

“Wherefore  to  us  the  inquiry  appears  ridiculous,  which  is  fre- 
quently, even  to  nausea,  clamorously  agitated  concerning  Logic 
— Whether  it  should  be  regarded  as  an  Art  or  as  a Science.’" 
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DIVISIONS,  VAEIETIES,  AND  CONTENTS  OF 
LOGIC. 


(See  above,  Vol.  I.,  p.  68.) 

V.  Timplor,  SyOtma  Loguxe,  p.  4. 
Docens,  Isendoorn,  Effaia,  Cent.  i.  Eff.  65. 

X«pl»  Crelliua,  Imgoge,  Pars  Prior,  L.  i. 

0.  i.  p.  12.  Noldius,  Logica  Re- 
Utens,  I coynila,  Procem.  p.  13. 

XP^afi  leal  yofunirtg  I Pbiloponoa,  In  An,  Pr.,  f.  4 b.  Al- 

wpvyfi^t^.  ' ateditut.  Enrvrl/innfjil/i.  nn  90  J/W 


stedins,  Enq/clopoedia,  pp.  22,  406. 
V.  Aristotle,  Metafh. , L.  vil  text  23. 


r Doctrinalis  ) [Objec.  \ v.  Timpler,  Sytt.  Log.,  Appendix,  p. 
^Systematica  ( tiva}.  S 877.  Noldius,  £<>y.  Aecog.,  Proojm. 
( Habitualis,(Sabjectiva].  ) p.  13. 


I Pars  Communis,  Oene- 
ralis. 

I Pars  Propria,  Specialis. 


f Adopted  in  different  signidcations  by 
Timpler, Nyst  ioy.,  p.  56;  Thooph. 
Gale,  Logica,  (1681),  pp.  6,  246  rf 
I teq.  Crellins,  leagoge.  Pars  Prior, 

I L.  L c.  i.  p.  8.  See  also  Alstedius, 
V Encydop.,  pp.  29,  406. 


Applicata. 


r A.A— A vojToos,(Pacins,  Comm.  p. 
) 2),  has  “ Logica  appropriata  sen  par- 
y ticularis,*’  and  “ Logica  communis  ”=r 
( Universal,  Abstlact  Logic. 


Abstraeta. 


LCoztoreta. 


f Pars  Communis. 


Pars  Pro- 
pria. 


' Apodictica, 
I Dialectiea, 

[ Sophistics. 


V.  Timpler,  Sysl.  Log.,  p.  42.  Isen- 
doom,  Effaia,  Cent.  i.  Eff.  56. 
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V.  Timpler,  Byit.  Log.,  p.  44.  Re- 
jected by  CrelUiu,  Itagoge,  pp.  10, 
11,  and  leendoom,  EffaHa,  Cent.  i. 
Eff.  SI.  Adopted  by  Agricola,  De 


VIT.  Looioa,  ( 

L6fttrutii  vel  rowucfi, 
Inrentio. 

Kptracfif  J odicium,  ^ 

^ Dispoflitio. 

Inv.  Dial.,  L.  i.  p.  35 ; Melanch- 
thon,  Erot.  DM.,  p.  10 ; Bamns, 
Schol.  Dialect.,  L.  L c.  i.,  and  L. 
ii.  c.  i.  p.  351  et  teg.;  Spencer,  Log., 
p.  11;  Downam,  In  Rami  DM., 
L.  i.  c.  2,  p.  14 ; Perionins,  Dt 
DiaUctiea,  L.  L p.  6,  (1544);  Vos- 
sins,  De  Hal.  Artium,  lib.  iv.,  De 
^ Logica,  c.  ix.  g 2 e<  leq.,  p.  217. 

VIII.  Looica,  1 

1 Pars  de  Propositio.  j 

t Pars  de  Judicio.  ! 

1 V.  Timpler,  Sytl.  Log.,  p.  49. 

IX.  Looica,  1 

1 

' Doctrina  Dividend!.  1 
Doctrina  Deliniendi.  ^ 

[.  DoctrinaArgumentandL  . 

1 T.  Timpler,  Syet.  Log.,  p.  51.  Isen- 
> doom,  Eifnla,  Cent.  L Eff.  57. 
1 Boethius,  Augnstin,  Fonseca,  Ac. 

X.  Looica,  ^ 

' SimpUcis  Apprehensi-  ' 
onis. 

Judicii. 

Batiocinationu. 

aUter 

Noetica,  (me/tus  Noe- 
matica.) 

Synthetica. 

, Dianoetica. 

V.  Timpler,  Syat.  Log.,  p.  62.  Isen- 
doom,  Etffata,  Cent.  i.  EC  58. 

• 

Isendoom,  CVirsns  Logieut,  p.  31,  and 
Effata,  Cent.  i.  Eff.  59.  Noldius, 
Log.  Jtec.,  p.  9.  Aquinas. 

1 

XI.  Looica, 

r 1.  Ideas  (notions). 
1 2^  Judgment. 

I 3.  Reasoning. 

(.  4.  Method. 

^ L'Art  de  Peruer,  Part  i.  Clerious, 
f Logica,  adopts  this  division,  but 
1 makes  Method  third,  Beasoning 

) fourth. 

/ I.  Doctrineof  Elcmenta.  'i 

XII.  I.OOICA,  < > Kant,  Logik ; Krug,  Logit. 

( 2.  Doctrine  of  Method.  ) 


Istcalled  Analytic  by  Metz,  frutit.  i/0!/.,§  105,  p.  71;  Twesten,/>te 
Logit,  inabaonden  die  Analytit,  p.  lii. ; Eeaer,  Logit,  Part  i. 
2d  called  Systematic  or  Architectonic  by  Bachmann,  Logit, 
Part  ii.  ; called  Synthetic  by  Eaaer  (who  includes  under  it 
also  Applied  Logic),  Logit,  Part  ii. 
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Xin.  Looicf 
partes. 


"Thematica — de  materia' 
operationi  Logioie 
subjecta. 

Organica  — de  instru- 
mentis  aciendi  ; 


Mark  Dancan,  Imtitulionea  Logicee, 
Proleg.  0.  iii.  § 2,  p.  22.  Bargers- 
diciiu,  Iiulit.  Log.,  L.  i.  c.  i.  p.  6. 


( Commonis, 
I Oeoeralis. 


XIV.  Looica,  < 


Specialia. 


'1.  De  ordinibua  renim  gcneralibna 
et  attribatis  commnniasimU. 

2.  De  Vocibas  et  Oratione. 

3.  De  Ideis  simpUcibus  et  appre- 
' heasione  simplici  dirigenda. 

4.  De  Judicio  ct  Propoeitione. 

5.  De  Discursa. 

6.  De  Dispoeitioiie  sea  Methodo. 

Genesis  sen  ( Genesis  stricta. 
Inventio  ( Genesis  didactics.  \ 

Analysis  | Hermenentioa.  ' 

' ( AnalytioaandCritics. 


Tbeephilos 
Gale  (Logica, 
1681), follows, 
(besides  Keo- 
kermann  and 
Bnrgersdyk), 
principally 
Clauberg  and 
L’Ari  de  Pen- 
ser  of  Port 
Royal. 


j In  ordine  ad  mentem  — Logica 
Genetics.  ) 

I In  ordine  ad  alios — Intcr])retativa 
vel  Henneneatica  genetics. 

Analytics.  1 Hermeneutics  anslytica. 

(Analytics  stricte  vel  in  specie.  ^ 


/Theoretics  pars. 


' XV.  Looica, 


(Practica  pars — (this  in-  I 
eluding  the  Method- 1 
ology  and  Applied  | 
Logic  of  Kant.) 


Wolf,  Philos,  Eatumalii, 
and  ii. 


Pars  u 


/ On  Adrastean  order,  &c.  of  the  books  of  the  Organon,  vide 
XVI,  / Ramus,  Scholce  Dial.,  L.  ii  c.  8,  p,  354.  Piccortus,  In 

\ Organum,  Prolegomena,  p.  1 el  sej. 


.XVII.  Looicj! 
(lartes. 


VOL.  II, 


1.  vpo<r\ii\^etts. 

2.  n«pl  ffKhftfws. 

3.  TUpl  Kplaivs. 

4.  n<pl  Smpolas. 

5.  Ilcgl  tu$6iov. 


IEngenius  Diaconns,  Aoyir)), 
p.  144. 

Q 
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II.  Emendstrioe. 
2.  Inventrioe. 

AViii.  lyOoicA,  V 3.  Giudicitrico. 

I 4.  Ragionatrice, 
I 5.  Onlinatrice. 


OenovesL  A divUion  different  in  some 
respects  is  given  in  his  Latin  Logic, 
Proleg.  § 61,  p.  22.  The  fourth 
I part  of  tho  division  in  the]  Latin 

I Logic  is  omitted  in  the  Italian,  or 

I rather  reduced  to  the  second,  and 
V the  fifth  divided  into  two. 


XIX.  Looica, 


Vetus, 


Nova, 


1 


Porphyrii  Img.  ^ igendoom,  Effata,  Cent.  i.  Eff. 

Prad.  ...  V 52. 

Interpret.  . . ) 


Analyt.  Pr. 
Analyl.  PoeU  . 

Top 

Blench.  . . . 


S Reason  of  terms,  Pacins,  Com. 
menL  in  Org.,  In  Porph.  Isag, 
p.3. 


X.X.  Loqioa, 


ivMjryurriicli. 


/ Apodictioa. 
J Topica. 

( Sophistica. 


Ilsendoom,  Effata,  Cent.  i. 
Eff.  56.  (From  John  Hos- 
pinian,  De  CorUroversiie 
DialecticU.) 


XXI.  Looica, 


1 %rotx^io\oytiHi, 

( Analytica. 

( Priora.  1 

1 Posteriora.  ! 

^2uXAoyi<mJc^. 

(.  Dialectica. 

( Topica.  1 

( Sophistica./ 

Yoesius,  De  NcU. 
Art.,  h.iv.  c.  ix. 
§ 12,  p.  220. 


Analytica. 


XXII.  Looica, 


I 


Dialectica. 


I Prodromus  do  Interpretatione. 

< Uni  verse  de  Syllogismo. 

( Speciatim  de  Demonstratione. 

/ Prodromus  de  Categoriis. 

< De  Syll.  Vorisimili. 

( De  SyU.  Sophistico  sive  Pirastico. 


Vossius,  De 
Nat.  Art, 
L.  iv.  c.  ix. 
§§  13, 14,  p. 
220. 


XXllL  Looica, 


XXIV.  Looica, 


Dialectica.  ) Aristotle,  in  Laertius  v.  Vossius,  De  Nat. 

Analytica.  J Art.,  L.  iv.  o.  ix.  § 11,  p.  219. 


De  Rebus  qns  significantur.  Stoicorum,  see  V oesius,  De  Nat. 

De  Vocibtu  quie  significant.  Art.,  L.  iv.  c.  ix.  § 7,  p.  218. 


!De  Loquendo. 

De  Eloquendo. 

De  Proloquendo. 
Proloqniomm  summa. 


Varro,  vide  Vossius,  De  Nat.  Art., 
L.  iv.  c.  ix.  I 8,  p.  219. 
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/ TIphj  ttftao).  s Aristotle  (?)  in  Laertius,  L.  r.  g 28,  p. 

XXVI.  Looica,  / npht  xplinr.  t 284. . Alexander  Aphrod.  ibi,  in  nota 

( Xlpbs  / Aldobrandini. 


Logica, 


’Naqruc^,  Apprehensiva.  \ 

KpiatiMs  Tel  KfiTuHi,  I Caramnel  Lobkowitz,  RatimaXis  et 
Judicativa.  > Sealis  PhilotopXUa  Logica  »cu  Phil. 

Aia\<rrur4,Argumenta- 1 Bat.,  Disp.  it  p.  8. 

' tiva.  / 


Logic® 

partes, 


Logics 

partee. 


? Divisio. 

< Detlnitio. 

(.  Argumentatio. 

iApodictica. 
DUleotica. 
Sophistica. 


( T.  Crellins,  Itagoge,  Pan  prior,  L.  i.  a L 
) P.  10. 

'i  T.  Crellins,  Itagoge,  Pan  prior,  L.  i.  o.  i. 
? p.  10.  Isendoom,  EffaXa,  Cent.  i.  EiT. 
) 64. 


Logics  ( Analytics.  ) 

partes,  ( Topics.  ) CwUins,  Itagoge,  Pan  prior,  L.  1.  o.  L p.  10. 


Stoicheiology  (pure)  should  contain  the  doctrine  of  Syllogism, 
without  distinction  of  Deduction  or  Induction.  Deduction,  In- 
duction, Definition,  Division,  from  the  laws  of  thought,  should 
come  under  pure  Methodology.  All  are  processes,  (v.  Cmsal- 
pinus,  QucBst.  Ferip.,  sub  init.) 

Perhaps,  1°,  Formal  Logic,  (from  the  laws  of  thought  proper), 
should  be  distinguished  from,  2°,  Abstract  Logic,  (material,  but  of 
abstract  general  matter) ; and  then,  3°,  A Psychological  Logic 
might  be  added  as  a third  part,  considering  how  Reasoning,  &c., 
is  affected  by  the  constitution  of  our  minds.  Applied  Logic  is 
properly  the  several  sciences. 

Or  may  not  Induction  and  Deduction  come  under  abstract 
Material  Logic  ? 
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TV. 

NOTE  OF  LOGICAL  TREATISES  RECOMMENDED  BY 
SIR  WILLIAM  HAMILTON  TO  HIS  CLASS. 

(See  above,  Vob  I.,  p.  71.) 

I.  Editions  of  Aristotle’s  Organon,  and  works  immediately  relative 

to  the  Aristotelic  Treatises. 

1.  Oiganon  Pacii. 

2.  Organon  WaitziL 

Both  of  these  have  the  original  texts. 

3.  A French  'Translation  of  the  Organon  by  St  Hilaire. 

4.  Synopsis  Organi  by  Trendelenburg,  in  Latin. 

II.  Modem  Systems  of  Logic — Foreign  and  British. 

1.  The  Port  Royal  Logic,  L’Art  de  Penser — of  which  a stereo- 
typed edition  was  issued  in  Paris  by  Hachette.  This  work  has 
been  well  translated  into  English  by  Mr  Baynes,  and  published 
in  this  city. 

2.  The  Italian  and  the  Latin  Logics  of  Genovesi  are  worthy  of 
your  attention.  The  Italian  has  been  once  and  again  reprinted, 
and,  with  the  valuable  additions  of  Romagnosi,  can  easily  be 
obtained.  The  Latin  Logic  (the  Genuensis  Ars  Logica  Critica) 
is  comparatively  rare. 

3.  In  Latin  there  is  a very  elegant  compend  by  the  late  illus- 
trious Daniel  Wyttenbach  of  Leyden ; and,  besides  the  Dutch 
editions,  there  is  a cheap  reprint  of  this  work  published  by  Pro- 
fessor Maass  of  Halle,  who  has,  however,  ventiu-ed  on  the  un- 
warrantable liberty  of  silently  altering  the  text,  besides  omitting 
what  he  considered  as  not  absolutely  indispensable  for  a text- book. 

4.  The  Logic  oiFacciolati,  of  Padua,  is  also  written  with  classical 
elegance,  and  on  every  account  merits  a careful  study ; but  though 
frequently  reprinted  in  Italy,  the  various  treatises  of  which  it  is 
composed  are  by  no  means  easily  procured  in  a collected  form. 

6.  The  Latin  Logic  of  Burgersdicius  has  been  repeatedly  re- 
printed at  the  English  universities,  where  for  a long  time  it  deserv- 
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edly  enjoyed  a high  reputation,  and  has  been  latterly  superseded 
in  them  from  no  want  of  relative  merit  in  itself. 

6.  There  are  two  Logical  works  of  the  celebrated  Christian 
Wolf. 

(1 .)  Tlie  vernacular  Logic  of  this  author,  originally  published 
in  German  in  1712,  8vo.  Of  this  there  is  a good  Eng- 
lish translation,  entitled  “ Logic,  or  Rational  Thoughts,” 
&c.,  published  in  London,  1770,  also  in  8vo. 

(2.)  Logica  sive  Philosophia  Eationalis,  first  published  at 
Leipsic,  1728,  4to.  It  has  been  frequently  reprinted. 

(3.)  There  is  likewise  an  excellent  compend  of  Wolfs  Logic 
by  Frobesius,  1746,  in  4to,  entitled  Christiani  Wolfii 
Philosophia  Rationalis  sive  Logica.  This  book,  how- 
ever, is  not  merely  an  abridgment ; it  contains  many 
original  views  of  great  value. 

7.  Of  English  logical  works  I may  mention  those  published  in 
Oxford  by  Dr  Woolcy,  Mr  Manscl,  and  Mr  Thomson.  Among 
the  books  of  Mr  Mansel  is  an  abridgment  of  the  Compendium  of 
Aldrich  with  a commentary ; the  entire  work,  however,  is  well 
deserving  of  your  study. 

8.  I need  hardly  name  the  Logic  of  Archbishop  Whakly;  Mr 
Mills  Logic,  although  he  is  not  a member  of  either  English  Uni- 
versity, I may  also  recommend  to  your  attention ; and  there  are 
published  by  North  American  authors  several  Logic  treatises  of 
great  merit,  as  the  works  of  Dr  Hickock  and  Dr  Wayland. 
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V. 

LAWS  OF  THOUGHT. 
(See  Vol.  I.,  p.  7D.) 


The  laws  of  Identity  and  Contradiction,  each  infers  the  other, 
but  only  through  the  principle  of  Excluded  Middle ; and  the 
principle  of  Excluded  Middle  only  exists  through  the  supposition 
of  the  two  others.  Thus,  the  principles  of  Identity  and  Contradic- 
tion cannot  move, — cannot  be  applied,  except  through  supposmg 
the  principle  of  Excluded  Middle ; and  this  last  cannot  be  con- 
ceived existent,  except  through  the  supposition  of  the  two  former. 
They  are  thus  co-ordinate  but  inseparabla  Begin  with  any  one, 
the  other  two  follow  as  corollaries. 

(a)— Primaey  Laws  of  Thought, — in  general. 

See  the  following  authors  on Dreier,  Disput.  ad  Philoso- 
phiam  Primam,  Disp.  v.  Aristotle,  Afialyt.  Post.  L c.  11,  §§  2, 
3,  4,  5,  6,  7.  Schramm,  Philosophia  Aristotelica,  p.  36.  Lip- 
pius,  Metaphysica  Magna,  L.  L c.  i,  p.  71  et  seq.  Stahl,  JRegulas 
Philosophical,  Tit.  i.,  reg.  L p.  2 e<  seq.,  reg.  iL,  p.  8 e<  seq..  Tit 
aix.  reg.  viii.,  p.  620  et  seq,  Chauvin,  Lexicon  Philosophiovm,  v. 
Metaphysica.  Bisterfeld,  evolves  all  out  of  ens,—ens  est.  See 
Philosophia  Prima,  c.  ii,  p.  24  et  seq.  Bobrik,  System  der  LogiL, 
§ 70,  p.  247  et  seq. 

Laws  of  Thought  are  of  two  kinds 1®,  The  laws  of  the  Think- 
able,—Identity,  Contradiction,  &c.  2°.  The  laws  of  Thinking  in 
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a strict  sense — viz.  laws  of  Conception,  Judgment,  and  Reason- 
ing. See  Scheidler,  I’sycholoffxc,  p.  15,  ed.  1833. 

That  they  belong  to  Logic : — Ramus  Schol.  Dial.,  L.  ix.  p.  649. 

Is  Affirmation  or  Negation  prior  in  order  of  thought  ? and  thus 
on  order  and  mutual  relation  of  the  Laws  among  themselves,  as 
co-ordinate  or  derived ; (see  separate  Laws).  Fracastorius,  Opera, 
De  Intelkctione,  L.  i.  f.  125  b.,  makes  negation  an  act  prior  to 
affirmation ; therefore  principle  of  Contradiction  prior  to  principle 
of  Identity. — Esser,  Logik,  § 28,  p.  57.  Sigwart,  Handbuch  zu 
Vorlesungen  uber  die  Logik,  § 38  et  seq.  Piccolomineus,  De 
Mente  Humana,  L.  iil  c.  4,  p.  1301,  on  question — Is  affirmative 
or  negative  prior?  Schulz,  Priif.  der  Kant.  KrU.  der  reinen 
Vemun/t,  I.  p.  78,  2d  ed.  Weiss,  Lehrbuch  der  Logik,  § 81  ct 
seq.  pp.  61,  62,  1805.  Castillon,  M&moires  de  iAcad^ie  de 
Berlin  (1803)  p.  8,  (Contradiction  and  Identity  co-ordinate).  A. 
Ajidreas,  In  Arist.  Metaph.  iv.  Qu.  5,  p.  21.  (Affirmative  prior 
to  negative.)  Leibnitz,  (Euvres  Philosophiques,  Nouv.  Essais,  L. 
iv.  ch.  2,  § 1,  p.  327,  ed.  Raspe.  (Identity  prior  to  Contradiction.) 
Wolf,  Ontologia,  §§  55, 288 — (Contradiction  first.  Identity  second.) 
Derodon,  Metaphysica,  c.  iiL  p.  75  et  seq.  1669.  (Contradiction 
first.  Excluded  Middle  second.  Identity  third).  Fonseca,  In  Me- 
taph., I.  849.  Biunde,  Psychologie,  Vol.  I.,  part,  ii  § 151,  p.  159. 
(That  principle  of  Contradiction,  and  principle  of  Reason  and  Con- 
sequent not  identical,  as  Wolf  and  Reimams  hold.)  Nic.  Taurellus, 
Philosophia;  Triumphus,  &c.,  p.  124.  Amheim,  1617.  “Cum  sim- 
plex aliqua  ait  affirmatio,  negatio  non  item,  hanc  illam  sequi  con- 
cludimus,”  &c.  Chauvin,  Lexicon  PhUosophicum,  v.  Metaphysica. 

By  whom  introduced  into  Logic: — Eberstein,  {Uber  die  Be- 
schaffenhcit  der  Logik  und  Metaphysik  der  reinen  Peripatetiker, 
p.  21,  Halle,  1800),  says  that  Daijes,  in  1737,  was  the  first  to 
introduce  Principle  of  Contradiction  into  Logic.  That  Buffier, 
and  not  Reimarus,  first  introduced  principle  of  Identity  into 
Logic,  see  Bobrik,  Logik,  § 70,  p.  249. 

(6) — Primaky  Laws  of  Thought, — m particular. 

1.  Principle  of  Identity.  “ Omne  ens  est  ens."  Held  good  by 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


248 


APPENDIX. 


Antonius  Andreas,  In  Mctaph.  iv.  qu.  5.  (apud  Fonsecam,  In  Me- 
taph.  I.  p.  849 ; melius  apud  Suarez,  Select.  Disp.  Mctaph.  Disp. 
iii.  sect.  iiL  n.  4)  Derodon,  Metiiphysica,  c.  iii  p.  77.  J.  Ser- 
geant, Method  to  Science,  p.  133 — 130  and  after.  (Splits  it  ab- 
surdly.) Boethius — “ Nulla  propositio  est  verior  Ula  in  qua  idem 
prsedicatur  de  seipso.”  (V ersor.  In  P.  Hispani  Summulas  Logi- 
calcs,  Tr.  viL,  p.  441  (1st  ed.  1487) ; et  Buridanus,  In  Sophism.) 
“ Propositiones  illas  oportet  esse  notissimas  per  se  in  quibus  idem 
de  se  ipso  prsedicatur,  ut  ‘ Homo  est  Homo,’  vel  quarum  praidicata 
in  definitionibus  subjectarum  includuntur,ut  ‘Homo  est  animal’” 
Aquinas,  Contra  Gentiles,  L i.  c.  10.  Opera,  T.  xviii.  p.  7,  Venet 
1780.  Prior  to  principle  of  Contradiction — Leibnitz,  Nouveaux 
Essais,  p.  377.  Buffier,  Principes  du  Baisonnemsnt,  II.  art.  21, 
p.  204  Eejected  as  identical  and  nugatory  by  Fonseca,  loe.  cit. 
Suarez,  loc.  cit.  Wolf,  Ontologia,  §§  55, 288,  calls  it  Principium 
Certitudinis,  and  derives  it  from  Principium  Contradictionis. 

2.  Principle  of  Contradiction — a^Leop-a  rijs  amv^taa-eoi^. 

Aristotle,  Mctaph.,  L.  iii  3 ; x.  5.  (Fonseca,  In  Metaph.,  T.  L, 
p.  850,  L.  iv.  (iii.)  c.  3.)  Anal.  Post.  L.  i c.  11  c.  2,  § 13.  (On 
Aristotle  and  Plato,  see  Mansel’s  Prolegomena,  pp.  283,  284) 
Stahl,  RegulcB  Philosophicce,  Tit.  L reg.  L Suarez,  Select  Disp. 
Phil.  Disp.  iii  § 3.  Timpler,  Metaph.  L.  i a 8,  qu.  14  Dero- 
don, Mctaphysica,  p.  75  etc.  Lippius,  Metaphyska,  L i c.  i,  p. 
73.  Bemardi,  Thes.  AristoL,  w.  Principium,  CorUradictio.  Leib- 
nitz, (Euvres  Philosophiques,  Nouv.  Ess.,  L.  iv.  c.  2.  Eamus, 
“ Axioma  Contradictionis,”  Scholcc  Dial.  L ix.  c.  i,  L iv.  c.  2,  § 1, 
p.  548.  GviL'Ky\a.xiii,eT,InstitutionesAphoristica!LogiceaAri8tot., 
p.  24  (1577),  “ Principium  principiorum,  hoc  est,  lex  Contradic- 
tionis.” Philoponus,  a^uopa  r^s  dvTi<f>d(reo)^,  v.  In  Post.  An. 
f.  30  b.  ct  aeq.  Ammonius,  d^ieopa  Ttjs  amie^aereoi^,  In  De  In- 
terpret. £ 94,  Aid.  1503.  Scbeibler,  Topica,  c.  19. 

On  Definition  of  Contradictories,  v.  Scheibler,  Ihid. 

On  Two  Principles  of  Contradiction, — Negative  and  Positive, 
V.  Zabarella,  Opera  Logica,  In  An.  Post.  i.  t.  83,  p.  807. 

Conditions  of. — Aristotle,  Metaph.,  L.  iv.  c.  6.  Bemardi, 
Thesaurus  Arid.,  v.  Contrad.,  p.  300. 

Proof  attempted  by — Claubeig,  Ontosophia,  § 26,  (Degerando, 
Ilistoirc  de  Philosophic,  T.  II.  p.  57),  through  Excluded  Middle. 
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3.  Principle  of  Excluded  Middle — a^Uoiia  SiaiperiKOV. 

“ ’A^uofxa  hioiperiKov,  divisivum.dicitur  a Grddc\&principiwm 
emiradictionis  affirmativum  ; ‘ Oportet  de  omni  re  affirmare  aut 
negare,’”  Goclenius,  Lexicon  Philosophicutn,  Lot.  p.  136.  Za- 
barella.  In  An.  Post.,  L i.,  text  83,  Opera  Logica,  p.  807.  Con- 
imbricenses,  In  Org.,  ii,  125.  Lucian,  Opera,  ii.  p.  44,  (ed. 
Hemsterhuis).  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  L.  iv.  (iii)  c.  7 ; An.  Post.,  It 
i 2 ; iL  13,  (Mansel’s  Prolegomena,  p.  283).  Joannes  Philoponus, 
(v.  Bemardi,  Thes.  v.  Contrad.,  p.  300).  Piccartus,  Isagoge,  pp. 
290,  291 . Javelins,  In  Metaph.,  L.  iv.  qu.  9.  Suarez,  Disp.  Me- 
taph., Disp.  iii.  sect.  3,  § 5.  Stahl,  Eegvlce  Philos.,  Tit.  i reg.  2. 
Wolf,  OtUologia,  §§  27,  29, 56, 71, 498.  Fonseca,  In  Metaph.,  L. 
iv.  c.  iii.  qu.  1 et  seq.,  T.  I.  p.  850.  (This  principle  not  first).  Tim- 
pler,  Metaphysica,  L.  iL  c.  8,  qu.  15.  Derodon,  Metaph.,  p.  76 
(Secundum  principium).  Lippius,  Metaphysica,  L L c.  L,  pp.  72, 
75.  Chauvin,  Lexicon  Philosophicum,  v.  Metaphysica.  Scheibler, 
Topica,  c.  19.  Hurtado  de  Mendoza,  Disp.  Metaph.,  Disp.  iii  § 
3,  (Caramuel,  BaL  et  Beal.  PhU.,  § 452,  p.  68). 


Whether  identical  with  Principle  of  Contradiction. 
Affirmative, — 

Javellus,  1.  c.  Mendoza,  Disp.  Metaph.,!).  iii.  § 3.  Leibnitz, 
(Euvres  Philosophiques,  Nouv.  Ess.,  L.  iv.  c.  2,  p.  327. 

Negative, — 

Fonseca,  Disp.  Met.  Disp.  iv.  c.  3,  9.  Suarez,  Disp.  Metaph., 
Disp.  iiL  § 3.  Stahl,  Beg.  Phil.  Tit.  L reg.  2. 


Whether  a valid  and  legitimate  Law. 

Fischer,  Logik,  § 64  et  seq.  (Negative). — Made  first  of  all  prin- 
ciples by  Alexander  de  Ales,  Metaph,,  xiv.  text  9 : “ Conceptua 
omnes  simplices,  ut  resolvuntur  ad  ens,  ita  omnes  conceptua  com- 
positi  resolvuntur  ad  hoc  principium — De  quoUbet  affirmatio  vel 
negatio.”  J.  Picns  Mirandulanus,  (after  Aristotle),  Conclusiones, 
Opera,  p.  90.  Philoponus,  In  An.  Post.  i.  f.  9 b,  (Brandis, 
&holia,  p.  199.)  To  S’  anav  <j>dvai  t)  atro^tavox,  17  cts  to 
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dSvyarov  dvoSei^i^  Xanfiaivcu  Aristotle,  An.  Post  L c.  1 1,  § 3. 
'Avri<f>a(ri,i  8e  amL6t<Ti%  ovk  iari  fiera^  Kaff  ainjv. 
An.  Post.  L c.  2,  § 13.  Mera^  dvrufxurem^  ovk  ivS^erat 
ovdev.  Metaph.,  L.  iii.  c.  7.  ’Eirel  di/ru^acreu;  ovhh>  dvd 
fiecrov,  <f>av€pov  ort  Iv  tois  evavrCois  eorat  to  fieTa^. 
Physica,  L.  v.  c.  3,  § 5.  See  also  Post.  An.  L.  i.  c.  L § 4,  p.  414; 
c.  2,  § 13,  p.  417 ; c.  11,  § 3,  p.  440,  (vide  Scheibler,  Topica,  c. 
19 ; and  Manael’s  Prolegomena,  p.  283,  on  Aristotle.) 

4 Principle  of  Reason  and  Consequent. 

That  can  be  deduced  from  Principle  of  Contradiction. 

Wolf,  Ontologia,  § 70.  Baumgartcn,  Metaphysik,  § 18.  Jakob, 
Grundriss  der  allgemeincn  Logik  und  kritische  Anfangsgrilnde 
der  aUgemcinen  Metaphysik,  p.  38,  3d  ed.,  1794  (See  KLiese- 
wetter,  as  below.) 

That  not  to  be  deduced  from  Principle  of  Contradiction. 
Kiesewetter,  AUgemeinc  Logik;  Weitere  Auseinandersetzung, 
P.  I.  cuf  §§  20,  21,  p.  57  et  seq.  Hume  On  Human  Nature,  Book 
L part  iii  § 8.  Schulze,  Logik,  § 18,  6th  ed.,  1831. 
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VI. 

NEW  ANALYTIC  OF  LOGICAL  FOKMS— GENERAL 
RESULTS— FRAGMENTS. 

(a)— Extract  from  Prospectus  of  “Essay  towards  a New 
Analytic  of  Logical  Forms.” 

(First  published  in  1846.®  See  above,  VoL  L,  pp.  144,  244. — Ed.) 


**  NoWf  whU  Aat  heen  (Me  eouree  all  (Mete  epiUf  I proceed  to  relate,  and  eMail  clearly 
conmnee  (Moee  who  Mane  m inlelleet  and  a will  (c  attend, — (Mat  a trivial  elip  in  the  ele- 
mentary preeepU  Logical  Theory,  beeomu  the  eo«je  q/*  mighliett  errore  in  that  Theory 
iieelf**—^ALXSt.  {Dt  Temperamentie,  1.  i.  o.  6.) 


" This  New  Analytic  is  intended  to  complete  and  simplify  the 
old ; — to  place  the  keystone  in  the  Aristotelic  arch.  Of  Abstract 
Logic,  the  theory  in  particular  of  SyUogism,  (bating  some  improve- 
ments, and  some  errors  of  detail),  remains  where  it  was  left  by  the 
genius  of  the  Stagirite  ; if  it  have  not  receded,  still  less  has  it  ad- 
vanced. It  contains  the  truth  ; but  the  truth,  partially,  and  not 
always  correctly,  developed, — in  complexity, — even  in  confusion. 
And  why?  Because  Aristotle.byan  oversight, marveUous certainly 
in  him,  was  prematurely  arrested  in  his  analysis ; began  his  syn- 
thesis before  he  had  fuUy  sifted  the  elements  to  be  recomposed 
and,  thus,  the  system  which,  almost  spontaneously,  would  have 
evolved  itself  into  unity  and  order,  he  laboriously,  and  yet  imper- 
fectly, constructed  by  sheer  intellectual  force  under  a load  of  limi- 
tations and  corrections  and  rules,  which,  deforming  the  symmetry. 


a An  extract  corresponding  in  part 
with  that  now  given  from  the  Pro* 
epectiu  of  “ Essay  towards  a New  An- 
alytic of  Logical  Forms,”  is  republished 
in  the  Diecunioru  on  PhUotophy,  p. 
6S0.  To  this  extract  the  An^or  has 
prefixed  the  following  notice  regarding 
the  date  of  his  doctrine  of  the  Quanti- 
fication of  the  Predicate  : — **  Touching 
the  principle  of  u explicitly  Quantifial 
Pr^icale,  1 had  by  1833  become  con- 
vinced of  the  necessity  to  extend  and 
correct  the  logical  doctrine  upon  this 


poinl  In  the  article  on  Logic  (in  the 
Edinburgh  Review)  first  published  in 
1833,  the  theory  of  Induction  there 
maintained  proceeds  on  a thorough- 
going quantification  of  the  predicate, 
in  affiraative  propositions.  Before 
1840,  I had,  however,  become  con- 
vinced that  it  was  necessary  to  ex- 
tend the  principle  equally  to  negatives ; 
for  I find,  by  academical  documents, 
that  in  that  year,  at  latest,  I had  pub- 
licly taught  the  unexclusive  doctrine.'’ 
— DitcuMunu,  p.  650,  2d  edition. — Ed. 
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has  seriously  impeded  the  usefulness,  of  the  science.  This  imper- 
fection, as  I said,  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  New  Analytic  to  supply. 

“ In  the  first  place,  in  the  Essay  there  will  be  shown,  that  the 
Syllogism  proceeds,  not  as  has  hitherto,  virtually  at  least,  been 
taught,  in  one,  but  in  the  two  correlative  and  counter  wholes 
(Metaphysical)  of  Comprehension,  and  (Logical)  of  Extension; 
the  major  premise  in  the  one  whole,  being  the  minor  premise  in 
the  other,  &c. — Thus  is  relieved,  a radical  defect  and  vital  incon- 
sistency in  the  present  logical  system. 

“ In  the  second  place,  the  self-evident  truth, — That  we  can  only 
rationally  deal  with  what  we  already  understand,  determines  the 
simple  logical  postulate, — To  state  explicitly  what  is  thought  im- 
plicitly. From  the  consistent  application  of  this  postulate,  on 
which  Logic  ever  insists,  but  which  Logicians  have  never  fairly 
obeyed,  it  follows ; — that,  logically,  we  ought  to  take  into  account 
the  quantity,  always  understood  in  thought,  but  usually,  and  for 
manifest  reasons,  elided  in  its  expression,  not  only  of  the  subject, 
but  also  of  the  predicate,  of  a judgment.  This  being  done,  and 
the  necessity  of  doing  it  will  be  proved  against  Aristotle  and  his 
repeaters,  we  obtain  inter  alia,  the  ensuing  results : — 

” 1°.  That  the  preindesiynate  terms  of  a proposition,  whether 
subject  or  predicate,  are  never,  on  that  account,  thought  as  indefi- 
nite (or  indeterminate)  in  quantity.  The  only  indefinite,  is  parti- 
cular, as  opposed  to  definite,  quantity ; and  this  last,  as  it  is  either 
of  an  extensive  maximum  undivided,  or  of  an  extensive  minimum 
indivisible,  constitutes  quantity  uniwrsof,  (general),  and  quantity 
singular,  (individual).  In  fact,  definite  and  indefinite  are  the  only 
quantities  of  which  we  ought  to  hear  in  Logic  ; for  it  is  only  as 
indefinite  that  particular,  it  is  only  as  definite  that  individual 
and  general,  quantities  have  any  (and  the  same)  logical  avail. 

" 2°.  The  revocation  of  the  two  terms  of  a proposition  to  their 
true  relation  ; a proposition  being  always  an  equcUion  of  its  sub- 
ject and  its  predicate. 

" 3°.  The  consequent  reduction  of  the  Conversion  of  Propositions 
from  three  species  to  one, — that  of  Simple  Conversion. 

“ 4°.  The  reduction  of  all  the  General  Laws  of  Categorical  Syl- 
logisms to  a Single  Canon. 

“ 6°.  The  evolution  from  that  one  canon  of  all  the  Species  and 
varieties  of  Syllogism. 
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“ 6°.  The  abrogation  of  all  the  Special  Laws  of  Syllogism. 

“ 7°.  A demonstration  of  the  exclusive  possibility  of  Thru  syl- 
logistic Figures ; and  (on  new  grounds)  the  scientific  and  final 
abolition  of  the  Fourth. 

"8°.  A manifestation  that  Figure  is  an  unessential  variation 
in  syllogistic  form ; and  the  consequent  absurdity  of  Seducing 
the  syllogisms  of  the  other  figures  to  the  first 

"9°.  An  enouncement  of  one  Organic  Principle  for  each 
Figure. 

“ 10°.. A determination  of  the  true  number  of  the  legitimate 
Moods;  with 

" 11°.  Their  amplification  in  number  (thirty-six) ; 

" 12°.  Their  numerical  equality  under  all  the  figures ; and, 

" 13°.  Their  relative  equivalence,  or  virtual  identity,  through- 
out every  schematic  difference. 

“ 14°.  That,  in  the  second  and  third  figures,  the  extremes  hold- 
ing both  the  same  relation  to  the  middle  term,  there  is  not,  as 
in  the  first,  an  opposition  and  subordination  between  a term  major 
and  a term  minor,  mutually  containing  and  contained,  tn  the 
counter  wholes  of  Extension  and  Comprehension. 

“ 15°.  Consequently,  in  the  second  and  third  figures,  there  is 
no  determinate  major  and  minor  premise,  and  there  are  tvw  in- 
different conclusions;  whereas,  in  the  first  the  premises  are  deter- 
minate, and  there  is  a single  proximate  conclusion. 

" 16°.  That  the  third,  as  the  figure  in  which  Comprehension  is 
predominant,  is  more  appropriate  to  Induction. 

“ 17".  That  the  second,  as  the  figure  in  which  Extension  is  pre- 
dominant, is  more  appropriate  to  Deduction. 

“ 18°.  That  the  first,  as  the  figure  in  which  Comprehension  and 
Extension  are  in  equilibrium,  is  common  to  Induction  and  De- 
duction, indifferently. 

“ In  the  third  place,  a scheme  of  Symbolical  Notation  will  be 
given,  wholly  different  in  principle  and  perfection  from  those 
which  have  been  previously  proposed  ; and  showing  out,  in  all 
their  old  and  new  applications,  the  propositional  and  syllogistic 
forms,  with  even  a mechanical  simplicity. 

" This  Essay  falls  naturally  into  two  parts.  There  will  be  con- 
tained— in  the  first,  a systematic  exposition  of  the  new  doctrine 
itself ; in  the  second,  an  historical  notice  of  any  occasional  antici- 
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pations  of  ita  several  parts  which  break  out  in  the  writings  of  pre- 
vious philosophers. 

“ Thus,  on  the  new  theory,  many  valid/orms  of  judgment  and 
reasoning,  in  ordinary  use,  but  which  the  ancient  logic  continued 
to  ignore,  are  now  openly  recognised  as  legitimate ; and  many 
relations,  which  heretofore  lay  hid,  now  come  forward  into  the 
light  On  the  one  hand,  therefore.  Logic  certainly  becomes  more 
complex.  But  on  the  other,  this  increased  complexity  proves  only 
to  be  a higher  development.  The  developed  Syllogism  is,  in  effect, 
recalled,  from  multitude  and  confusion,  to  order  and  system.  Its 
laws,  ere  while  many,  are  now  few, — we  might  say  one  alone, — but 
thoroughgoing.  The  exceptions,  formerly  so  perplexing,  have 
fallen  away ; and  the  once  formidable  array  of  limitary  rules  has 
vanished.  The  science  now  shines  out  in  the  true  character  of 
beauty, — as  One  at  once  and  Various.  Logic  thus  accomplishes 
its  final  destination ; for  as  ‘ Thrice-greatest  Hermes,’  speaking 
in  the  mind  of  Plato,  has  expressed  it, — ‘ The  end  of  Philosophy 
is  the  intuition  of  Unity.’  ” 


(6) — Logic, — Its  Postulates. 


(November  1848 — See  above,  VoL  I.,  p.  114.) 


L To  state  explicitly  what  is  thought  implicitly.  In  other 
words,  to  determine  what  is  meant  before  proceeding  to  deal  with 
the  meaning.  Thus  in  the  proposition  “ Men  are  Animals,”  we 
should  be  allowed  to  determine  whether  the  term  “ Men”  means 
all  or  some  Men, — ^whether  the  term  " Animals  ” means  all  or 
some  Animals ; in  short,  to  quantify  both  the  subject  and  predi- 
cate of  the  proposition.  This  postulate  applies  both  to  Proposi- 
tions and  to  Syllogisms.” 


s See  (quoted  by  Wallis,  Logiea,  p. 
291)  ArittoUe,  An.  Prior.,  L.  i c.  33 
(Paoio,  c.  32,  S 2,  3,  4,  p.  261),  and 
Hamas  (from  Donmam,  In  P.  Kami 
Dialect. , L.  ii.  o.  9,  p.  410).  What  is 
understood  to  be  supplied ; Kamtu 


Dial.,  L.  ii.  c.  9 : " Si  qua  (de  argn- 
meutationis  consequentia  {mpter  ciyp- 
sin)  dubitatio  fuerit,  expleuda  qus  de- 
sunt ; amputanda  qus  supereuot ; et 
pars  quslibet  in  locum  redigenda  eat.” 
[Cf.  Ploucqoet,  KUnaenta  PkHotophia 
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II.  Throughout  the  same  proposition,  or  immediate  (not  me- 
diate) reasoning,  to  use  the  same  words,  and  combinations  of 
words,  to  express  the  same  thought,"  (that  is,  in  the  same  Ex- 
tension and  Comprehension,)  and  this  identity  is  to  be  presumed. 

• Thus  a particular  in  one  (prejaceut)  proposition  of  an  imme- 
diate reasoning,  though  indefinite,  should  denote  the  same  part 
in  the  other.  This  postulate  applies  to  immediate  inference,  e.g. 
Conversion. 

Predesignates  in  same  logical  unity,  (proposition  or  syllogism,) 
in  same  sense,  both  Collective  or  both  Distributive. 

III.  And,  e contra^  throughout  the  same  logical  unity,  (imme- 
diate reasoning),  to  denote  and  presume  denoted  the  same  sense 
(notion  or  judgment)  by  the  same  term  or  terms.fl 

This  does  not  apply  to  the  different  propositions  of  a Mediate 
Inferenca 

IV.  (or  V.)  To  leave,  if  necessary,  the  thought  undetermined, 
as  subjectively  imcertain,  but  to  deal  with  it  only  as  far  as  cer- 
tain or  determinable.  Thus  a whole  may  be  truly  predicable, 
though  we  know  only  the  truth  of  it  as  a part.  Therefore  we 
ought  to  be  able  to  say  “ some  at  least  ” when  we  do  not  know, 
and  cannot,  therefore,  say  determinately,  either  that  “some  only" 
or  that  “ all  ” is  true. 


(January  1850.) 

IIL  (or  lY.)  To  be  allowed  in  an  immediate  reasoning,  to  de- 


ConUmplalirxe,  (Statgardiic,  1778),  $ 
29,  |).  6:  "Secundam  senaom  logi- 
cam  com  omni  termino  jnngendum 
est  aigniun  qnkntitatu.” — Eo.] 

a That  words  miut  be  used  in  the 
same  sense.  See  Aristotle,  Anal.  Pr., 
L.  L,  CO.  3.7,  34,  35,  .38,  37,  &c. 

S If  these  postulates  (II.  and  III.) 
were  not  cogent,  we  could  not  convert, 
at  least  not  use  the  converted  pro- 
position, (unless  I.  were  cogent,  the 
eontierfendawouldbefalse).  "Allman 
is  (some)  animal,”  is  converted  into 
* ' Some  animal  is  (all)  man.  ” But  if  the 
"someaninul"  here  were  not  thought 
in  and  limited  to  the  sense  of  the  con- 


vertend,  it  would  be  false.  So  in  the 
JI}l)otheticaI  proposition,  “If  the  Chi- 
nese are  Mahometans,  they  are  (some) 
infidels, ’’  the  word  "infidel,”  unless 
thought  in  a meaning  limited  to  and 
true  of  “ Mahometans,  ” is  inept.  But  if 
it  be  so  limited,  we  can  (contrary  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  logicians)  argue  back 
from  the  position  of  theoonsequenttothe 
position  of  the  antecedent,  and  from  the 
sublation  of  the  antecedent  to  the  sub- 
lation  of  the  consequent,  though  false. 
If  not  granted.  Logic  is  a mere  childish 
play  with  the  vagueness  and  ambigui- 
tiee  of  language.  [Cf.  Titiiis,  Ar$  Co- 
gitandi,  c.  xii.,  § 26.— Ed.] 
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note,  that  another  part,  or  other  " some,”  is  used  in  the  conclusion 
from  what  was  in  the  antecedent  Inference  of  Sub-contrariety. 

That  the  “some,”  if  not  otherwise  qualified,  means  “some 
only,” — this  by  presumption. 

That  the  term  (Subject,  or  Predicate)  of  a Proposition  shall 
be  converted  with  its  quantity  unchanged,  t.e.  in  the  same  exten- 
sion. This  violated,  and  violation  cause  of  error  and  confusion. 
No  conversion  per  accidgns.  For  the  real  terms  compared  are 
the  quantified  terms,  and  we  convert  only  the  terms  compared 
in  the  prejacent  or  convertenda. 

That  the  same  terms,  apart  from  the  quantity,  i.e.  in  the  same 
comprehension,  should  be  converted.  As  before  stated,  such 
terms  are  new  and  different  No  Contraposition.  For  contra- 
position is  only  true  in  some  cases,  and  even  in  these  it  is  true 
accidentally,  not  by  conversion,  but  through  contradiction;  i.e. 
same  Comprehension. 

That  we  may  see  the  truth  from  the  necessary  validity  of  the 
logical  process,  and  not  infer  the  validity  of  the  logical  process 
from  its  accidental  truth.  Conversion  per  aceidens,  and  Contra- 
position, being  thus  accidentally  true  in  some  cases  only,  are 
logically  inept,  as  not  true  in  all. 

To  translate  out  of  the  complexity,  redundance,  deficiency,  of 
common  language  into  logical  simplicity,  precision,  and  integrity." 

(December  1849.) 

As  Logic  considers  the  form  and  not  the  matter,  but  as  the 
form  is  only  manifested  in  application  to  some  matter.  Logic 
postulates  to  employ  any  matter  in  its  examples. 

(January  1850.) 

That  we  may  be  allowed  to  translate  into  logical  language  the 
rhetorical  expressions  of  ordinary  speech.  Thus  the  Exceptive 
and  Limitative  propositions  in  which  the  predicate  and  subject 
are  predesignated,  are  to  be  rendered  into  logical  simplicity, 
a See  above,  p.  854,  note  a — Ed. 
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(May  1850.) 

As  Logic  is  a formal  science,  and  professes  to  demonstrate  by 
abstract  formula},  we  should  know,  therefore,  nothing  of  the  no- 
tions and  their  relations  except  ex  facie  of  the  propositions.  This 
implies  the  necessity  of  overtly  quantifying  the  predicate. 


(c) — QUANXmCATION  OF  PREDICATE, — IMMEDIATE 

In  FiuiENCE,— Conversion, — Opposition.® 

(See  above,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  244,  262.) 

"We  now  proceed  to  what  has  been  usually  treated  under  the 
relation  of  Propositions,  and  previously  to  the  matter  of  Infer- 
ence altogether ; but  which  I think  it  would  be  more  correct  to 
consider  as  a species  of  Inference,  or  Reasoning,  or  Argumenta- 
tion, than  as  merely  a preparatory  doctrine.  For  in  so  far  as 
these  relations  of  Propositions  warrant  ns,  one  being  given,  to 
educe  from  it  another,  this  is  manifestly  an  inference  or  reason- 
ing. Why  it  has  not  always  been  considered  in  this  light,  is 
evident.  The  inference  is  immediate ; that  is,  the  conclusion  or 
second  proposition  is  necessitated  directly  and  without  a medium, 
by  the  first.  There  are  only  two  propositions  and  two  notions  in 
this  species  of  argumentation ; and  the  logicians  have  in  general 
limited  reasoning  or  inference  to  a mediate  eduction  of  one  pro- 
position out  of  the  correlation  of  two  others,  and  have  thus  always 
supposed  the  necessity  of  three  terms  or  collated  notions. 

But  they  have  not  only  been,  with  few  exceptions,  unsystematic 
in  their  procedure,  they  have  all  of  them,  (if  I am  not  myself 
mistaken,)been  fundamentally  erroneous  in  their  relative  doctrine. 

There  are  various  immediate  inferences  of  one  proposition  from 
another.  Of  these  some  have  been  wholly  overlooked  by  the 
logicians  ; whilst  what  they  teach  in  regard  to  those  which  they 
do  consider,  appears  to  me  at  variance  with  the  truth. 

a Appendu  (c),  from  p.  257  to  p.  to  the  doctrine  of  Conversion  as  given 
276,  was  usoallv  delivered  by  the  above,  vol.  i.  p.  262.— £s. 

Author  as  a Iiecture  supplementary 

VOL.  II.  B 
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I shall  make  no  previous  enumeration  of  all  the  possible  species 
of  Immediate  Inference,  but  shall  take  them  up  in  this  order : — 
I shall  consider,  1°,  Those  which  have  been  considered  by  the 
logicians ; and,  2’,  Those  which  have  not.  And  in  treating  of 
the  first  group,  I shall  preface  what  I think  the  true  doctrine 
by  a view  of  that  which  you  will  find  in  logical  books. 

The  first  of  these  is  Conversion.  When,  in  a categorical  pro- 
position, (for  to  this  we  now  limit  our  consideration,)  the  Sub- 
ject and  Predicate  are  transposed,  that  is,  the  notion  which  was 
previously  the  subject  becomes  the  predicate,  and  the  notion 
which  was  previously  the  predicate  becomes  the  subject,  the 
proposition  is  said  to  be  converted.® 

The  proposition  given,  and  its  product,  are  together  called  the 
judicia  conversa,  or  propositianes  converses,  which  I shall  not  at- 
tempt to  render  into  English.  The  relation  itself  in  which  the 
two  judgments  stand,  is  called  conversion,  reciprocation.,  trans- 
position, and  sometimes  obversion,  (conversio,  reciprocatio,  trans- 
positio,  obversio.)  The  original  or  given  proposition  is  called  the 
converse,  or  converted,  sometimes  the  proejaeent,  judgment,  (judi- 
cixim,  or  propositio,  conversum,  conversa,  prcejaccns) ; the  other, 
that  into  which  the  first  is  converted,  is  called  the  converting, 
and  sometimes  the  subjacent,  judgment,  {prop,  or  jud.  convertens, 
stdjacens).  It  would  be  better  to  call  the  former  the  convertend, 
{pr.  convertenda),  the  latter  the  converse,  (pr.  conversa).  This 
language  I shall  use.^ 


a [Definitiong  of  converaion  in  gene- 
ral. 'AvTiffTpo^  ivTuf  iaoffrpo^  ns, 
Pbiloponus  (or  Ammonius),  In  An.  Pr., 
i.  c,  2,  f.  11  b.  So  MagentinuB,  In  An. 
Pr.  i.  0.  2,  f.  3 b.  Anonymus,  De 
Syllogimto,  f.  42  b.  Tlpmiafm  ityrt- 

arpo^  ton  Koirvrta  Svo  wporaaivr  kot^ 
Tour  tpavs  iuciiraAtu  n0tfjL4rovs,  ftfrit  rov 
Alexander,  In  An.  Pr. 
i.  c.  4,  f.  15  b.  See  the  game  in  differ- 
ent words,  by  Pbiloponus  (or  Anuno- 
nius),  ul  supra,  and  copied  from  him  by 
Magentinus,  ut  supra.  Cf.  Boethius, 
Opera,  Iniroductio  ad  Syllogismos,  p. 
674;  Wegelin,  in  Qregorii  Aneponymi 
Phil.  Syntag.  (eirca  1200),  L.  t.  o.  12, 
p.  621 ; Nicephorus  Blenuuidas,  Epit, 
Log.,  c.  31,  p.  221.] 


S See  above,  vol.  i.  p.  262. — Ed. 

[I.  Names  for  the  two  correlative 
propositions  — * hvrurTps^iesu  wpord- 
Pbiloponus,  (quoted  by  Wegelin, 
ut  supra,  p.  622.)  Conversa,  Contrapo- 
sita,  Twesten,  Logit,  § 87. 

II.  Original  or  Given  pro]KMition. 

a)  ij  ■rpogyovpivg,  vpoKupirg,  Aurnrr/x- 
ipoplni  vpiraeis — Cf.  Strigelius,  In 
Meianchth.  Erot.  Dial.,  L.  ii  p.  681. 

b)  Conversa  (=  Convertenda)  vulgo. 
Sootus,  Qiuistiones  in  An.  Prior.,  i. 
q.  12.  Corvinus,  Instil.  Phil.,  § 510. 
Richter,  Dt  Conversione,  (1740.  Halm 
Hagdeb.)  Baumgarten,  Logica,  § 
278.  Ulrich,  InslU.  Log.  et  Met.,  § 

182,  p.  188. 

c)  Converlibilis  (raro). 
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Such  is  the  doctrine  touching  Conversion,  taught  even  to  the 
present  day.  This  in  my  view  is  beset  with  errors ; but  all  these 
errors  originate  in  two,  as  these  two  are  either  the  cause  or  the 
occasion  of  every  other. 

The  First  cardinal  error  is, — That  the  quantities  are  not  con- 
verted with  the  quantified  terms.  For  the  real  terms  compared 
in  the  Convertend,  and  wliich,  of  course,  ought  to  reappear  with- 
out change,  except  of  place,  in  the  Converse,  are  not  the  naked, 
but  the  quantified  terms.  This  is  evident  from  the  following 
considerations : 

1°,  The  Terms  of  a Proposition  are  only  terms  as  they  are  terms 
of  relation ; and  the  relation  here  is  the  relation  of  comparison. 

2°,  As  the  Propositional  Terms  are  terms  of  comparison,  so  they 
are  only  compared  as  Quantities,— quantities  relative  to  each  other. 
An  Affirmative  Proposition  is  simply  the  declaration  of  an  equa- 
tion, a Negative  Proposition  is  simply  the  declaration  of  a non- 
equation, of  its  terms.  To  change,  therefore,  the  quantity  of 
either,  or  of  both  Subject  and  Predicate,  is  to  change  their  cor- 
relation,— the  point  of  comparison ; and  to  exchange  their  quan- 
tities, if  different,  would  be  to  invert  the  terminal  interdepend- 
ence, that  is,  to  make  the  less  the  greater,  and  the  greater  the  less. 

3°,  The  Quantity  of  the  Proposition  in  Conversion  remains 
always  the  same ; that  is,  the  absolute  quantity  of  the  Converse 


d)  Convertens,  Micraeliiu,  Lex.  PhiL 
V.  Convertio.  Twenten,  Logit,  § 87. 
AtUecedens,  Scotos,  1.  c.  Strigelins, 
L c. 

e)  Pnqacent,  Scheibler,  Opera  Logica, 
De  PropotUioiiibue,  Pars  iii,  o.  x.  p. 
479. 

f)  Expoaita,  Aldrich,  Comp.,  L.,  i.  c.  2. 
Whately,  Logie,  p.  69.  Proposiiio 
expoaita,  or  exponent,  quite  different 
as  used  by  Logiciaas,  v.  Hchegkius, 
In  Ariel.  Org.  162  (and  above,  vol. 
i.  p.  263.) 

g)  Convertenda,  Corvinos,  1.  e.  Richter, 
L c. 

h)  Contraponem,  Twesten,  L c. 

i)  Prior,  Boethius,  De  Syllog.  Caleg. 
L.  I.  Opera,  p.  588. 

k)  Prindpium,  Darjes,  Via  ad  Peri- 
UUem,  I 234. 


III.  Product  of  Conversion. 

a)  4 iirrurrpi^vea.  See  Strigelins,  loc. 
cil. 

b)  Coneerlent,  Sufy'acent,  Consequent, 
Scotus,  Quaestionee,  In.  An.  Prior. , i. 
9,  24,  f.  276  elpattim.  Krug,  Logit, 
§ 65,  p.  205,  and  logicians  in  generaL 

c)  Converta,  Boethius,  Opera,  Introd. 
ad  Sgll.,  pp.  575  et  ieg.,BSI  el  teq.; 
Melanchtbon,  Erotemala,  L.  it  p. 
581,  and  Strigelins,  ad  loc.  Micrae- 
liuB,  Lex.  Phil.  v.  Convertio.  Nol- 
dins,  Logica  Recognita,  p.  263,  says 
that  the  first  should  more  properly 
be  called  Converiibilit,  or  Convtr- 
tenda,  and  the  second  Converta. 

d)  Convermm,  Twesten,  Logit,  § 87. 

e)  Contraposilum,  Twesten,  f.  c. 

f)  Conclutio,  Darjes,  Via  ad  Veritalem, 
§234.] 
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must  bo  exactly  equal  to  that  of  the  Convertend.  It  was  only 
from  overlooking  the  quantity  of  the  predicate,  (the  second  error 
to  which  we  shall  immediately  advert,)  that  two  propositions, 
exactly  equal  in  quantity,  in  fact  the  same  proposition,  perhaps, 
transposed,  were  called  the  one  universal,  the  other  particular, 
by  exclusive  reference  to  the  quantity  of  the  subject. 

4*,  Yet  was  it  of  no  consequence,  in  a logical  point  of  view, 
which  of  the  notions  collated  were  Subject  or  Predicate ; and  their 
comparison,  with  the  consequent  declaration  of  their  mutual  incon- 
clusion or  exclusion,  that  is,  of  affirmation  or  negation,  of  no  more 
real  difference  than  the  assertions, — “ London  is  four  hundred 
miles  distant  from  Edinburgh,” — “ Edinburgh  is  four  hundred 
miles  distant  from  London.”  In  fact,  though  logicians  have 
been  in  use  to  place  the  subject  first,  the  predicate  last,  in  their 
examples  of  propositions,  this  is  by  no  means  the  case  in  ordinary 
language,  where,  indeed,  it  is  frequently  even  difficult  to  ascertain 
which  is  the  determining,  and  which  the  determined,  notion.  Out 
of  logical  books  the  predicate  is  found  almost  as  frequently  before 
as  after  the  subject,  and  this  in  all  languages.  You  recollect  the 
first  words  of  the  First  Olympiad  of  Pindar, '’A/outtop  pkv  vBotp, 
" Best  is  water;”  and  the  Vulgate,  (I  forget  how  it  is  rendered  in 
our  English  translation),  has,  “ Magna  est  veritas,  et  prsevalebit.”® 
Alluding  to  the  Bible,  let  us  turn  up  any  Concordance  under  any 
adjective  title,  and  we  shall  obtain  abundant  proof  of  the  fact.  As 
the  adjective  great,  (magnus,)  has  last  occurred,  let  us  refer  to 
Cruden  under  that  simple  title.  Here,  in  glancing  it  over,  I find — 
“ Great  is  the  vvTath  of  the  Lord  ” — “ Great  is  the  Lord  and  greatly 
to  be  praised  ” — “ Great  is  our  God  ” — “ Great  are  thy  works  ” — 
“ Great  is  the  Holy  One  of  Israel  ” — “ Great  shall  be  the  peace 
of  thy  children  ” — “ Great  is  thy  faithfulness  ” — " Great  is  Diana 
of  the  Ephesians" — “Great  is  my  boldness” — “Great  is  my 
glorj’ing  ” — “ Great  is  the  mysteiy  of  godliness,”  &c. 

The  Second  cardinal  error  of  the  logicians  is,  the  not  considering 
that  the  Predicate  has  always  a quantity  in  thought,  as  much  as 
the  Subject ; although  this  quantity  be  frequently  not  explicitly 
enounced,  as  unnecessary  in  the  common  employment  of  language; 

a III.  Eaclras  iv.  41:  “Magna  est  version:  “ Great  is  truth,  and  mighty 
vcritos,  et  prHjvalct.'*  In  the  EngUsh  above  all  things,’* — Ei>. 
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for  the  determining  notion  or  predicate  being  always  thought  ns  at 
least  adequate  to,  or  coextensive  with,  the  subject  or  determined 
notion,  it  is  seldom  necessary  to  express  this,  and  language  tends 
ever  to  elide  what  may  safely  be  omitted.  But  this  nece-ssity 
recurs,  the  moment  that,  by  conversion,  the  predicate  becomes  the 
subject  of  the  proposition;  and  to  omit  its  formal  statement  is  to 
degrade  Logic  from  the  science  of  the  necessities  of  thought,  to  an 
idle  subsidiary  of  the  ambiguities  of  speech.  An  unbiassed  con- 
sideration of  the  subject  will,  I am  confident,  convince  you  that 
this  view  is  correct. 

1°,  That  the  predicate  is  as  extensive  as  the  subject  is  easily 
shown.  Take  the  proposition, — “ All  animal  is  man,”  or,  “ All 
animals  are  men.”  This  we  are  conscious  is  absurd,  though  we 
make  the  notion  man  and  men  as  wide  as  possible ; for  it  does 
not  mend  the  matter  to  say, — “ All  animal  is  all  man,”  or,  “ All 
animals  are  all  men.”  We  feel  it  to  be  equally  absurd  as  if  wo 
said, — “All  man  is  all  animal,”  or  “All  men  are  all  animals.” 
Here  we  are  aware  that  the  subject  and  predicate  cannot  be 
made  coextensive.  If  we  would  get  rid  of  the  absurdity,  we 
must  bring  the  two  notions  into  coextension,  by  restricting  the 
wider.  If  we  say — ^“Man  is  animal,”  {Homo  est  animal),  we 
think,  though  we  do  not  overtly  enounce  it,  "All  man  is  animal." 
And  what  do  we  mean  here  by  animal  I We  do  not  think,  all, 
but  some,  animal  And  then  we  can  make  this  indifferently 
either  subject  or  predicate.  We  can  think, — we  can  say,  “ Some 
animal  is  man,”  that  is,  some  or  all  man ; and,  e converso,  “ Man 
(soTne  or  all)  is  animal,”  viz.  some  animal. 

It  thus  appears  that  there  is  a necessity  in  all  cases  for  thinking 
the  predicate,  at  least,  as  extensive  as  the  subject.  Whether  it  be 
absolutely,  that  is,  out  of  relation,  more  extensive,  is  generally 
of  no  consequence ; and  hence  the  common  reticence  of  common 
language,  which  never  expresses  more  than  can  be  understood, — 
which  always,  in  fact,  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  strains  at  ellipsis. 

2°,  But,  in  fact,  ordinary  language  quantifies  the  Predicate  so 
often  as  this  determination  becomes  of  the  smallest  import.  This 
it  does  either  directly,  by  adding  all,  some,  or  their  equivalent 
predesignations  to  the  predicate ; or  it  accomplishes  the  same 
end  indirectly,  in  an  exceptive  or  limitative  form. 
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•)  Directly, — as  “Peter,  John,  James,  &c.,  are  all  the  Apostles  ” 
— “Mercury,  Venus,  &c.,  are  all  the  planets." 

’’)  But  this  is  more  frequently  accomplished  indirectly,  by  the 
equipollent  forms  of  Limitation  or  Inclusion,  and  ExcejAion.^ 
For  e.xnmple,  by  the  limitative  designations,  alone  or  only,  we 
say, — “ God  alone  is  good,”  which  is  equivalent  to  saying,  God  is 
all  good,  that  is,  God  is  all  that  is  good;  “ Virtue  is  the  only 
nobiUty,”  that  is.  Virtue  is  all  nolle,  that  is,  all  that  is  noble.P 
Tlie  symbols  of  the  Catholic  and  Protestant  divisions  of  Chris- 
tianity may  afford  us  a logical  illustration  of  the  point.  The  Ca- 
tholics say, — “ Faith,  Hope,  and  Charity  alone  justify that  is,  the 
three  heavenly  virtues  together  are  all  justifying,  that  is,  all  tleai 


a By  the  logicians  this  is  called  sim- 
ply Exdiuion,  and  the  particles,  tan- 
lutii,  &c.,  particnla:  exclvMra:.  This,  I 
think,  is  inaccurate ; for  it  is  inclusion, 
limited  by  an  exclusion,  that  is  meant. 
— [See  Scheibler,  Optra  Logica,  P.  iii., 
o.  vii.,  tit.  3,  p.  457  et  sey.] 

/3  (February  1850.)  On  the  Indirect 
Predesignation  of  the  Predicate  by 
what  are  called  Exclunve  and  Excep- 
tive particles. 

Names  of  the  particles. 
lAtin, — Untu,  uiiicus,  unite;  solus, 
solum,  solummodo  ; taatum,  lantummo- 
do;  duTUaxal;  prircise;  adirquate. — Ni- 
hil preeter—pratenpiam — ni,  nisi,  non. 

English, — One, only, alone,excltuively, 
precisely,  just,  sole,  solely.  Nothing  bui 
— not — except — beyond. 

I.  These  particles  annexed  to  the 
Subject  predesignate  the  Predicate 
universally,  or  to  its  whole  extent,  de- 
nying its  particul.srity  or  indefinitude, 
and  definitely  limiting  it  to  the  Sub- 
ject alone.  As,  Man  alone  philoso- 
phises, (though  not  all  do).  The  dog 
alone  barks,  or,  dogs  alone  bark,  (though 
some  do  not).  Jfan  only  is  rational, 
or  No  animal  but  man  is  rational.  No- 
thing but  rational  is  risiUc.  Of  material 
things  there  is  nothing  living  (bnt)  not 
organised,  and  nothing  organised  not 
living.  Oo<l  alone  is  to  be  worshipped. 
Qod  is  the  single, — sole  object  qf  worship. 


Some  men  only  art  elect. 

II.  Annexed  to  the  Predicate,  they 
limit  the  Subject  to  the  Predicate,  but 
do  not  dehne  its  quantity,  or  exclude 
from  it  other  Subjects.  As,  Peter  only 
plays.  The  sacraments  are  only  two. 
The  categories  are  only  ten.  John 
dritiks  only  water. 

III.  Sometimes  the  particles  sole, 
solely,  single,  alone,  only,  &o.,  arc  an- 
nexed to  the  predicate  as  a predesigna- 
tion tantamoiuit  to  all.  As,  Goel  is  the 
single,  — one, — alone, — only,  — exclusive, 
— adequate,  olyecl  of  worship. 

On  the  relation  of  Exclusive  proposi- 
tions to  those  in  which  the  predicate 
is  predosignated,  see  Titius,  Ars  Cogi- 
tandi,  c.  vi.  §§  66,  67.  Hollman,  Phi- 
losophia  Ralionalis,  § 475.  Kreil, 
Uandbueh  der  Logik,  § 62.  Derodon, 
Logica  Restituta,  De  Enunciations,  c. 
V.  p.  569  et  seq.  Keckerman,  Systema 
Loipcee,  lib.  iii.  c.  11.  Opera,  t.  i.  p. 
76.i 

The  doctrine  held  by  the  logicians  as 
to  the  exclusicm  jnrcedicatum,  exclusum 
subjeetum,  and  exclusum  signum,  is  er- 
roueotu.— See  Scheibler,  Opera  Logica, 
P.  iii.,  0.  viL  tit.  3,  p.  457  et  seq.  Jac. 
Thomasins,  Erotem.  Log.,  c.  xxz.  p. 
67  et  seq.  [Cf.  Fonseca,  Instil.  Dial., 
L.  III.  c.  23.  For  a detailed  exposi- 
tion of  this  doctrine  by  .Scheibler,  see 
below,  p.  263,  note  a, — El).] 
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justifies;  omne  justificans,  justum  facials.  The  Protestants 
say, — “ Faith  alone  justifies ; ” that  is,  Faith,  which  they  hold 
to  comprise  the  other  two  virtues,  is  all  justifying,  that  is,  aU 
that  justifies ; omne  justificans.  In  either  case,  if  we  translate 
the  watchwords  into  logical  simplicity,  the  predicate  appears 
predesignated. 

“Of  animals  man  alone  is  rational;”  that  is,  Man  is  all 
rational  animal.  " What  is  rational  is  alone  or  only  risible ; ” 
that  is.  All  rational  is  all  risible,  &c. 

I now  pass  on  to  the  Exceptive  Form.  To  take  the  motto 
overhead, — “ On  earth  there  is  nothing  great  but  man.”  What 
does  this  mean  ? It  means,  Man — is— all  earthly  great.  (Homo 
— est — omne  magnum  tcrrestre.)  And  the  second  clause — “ In 
man  there  is  nothing  great  but  mind,” — in  like  manner  gives  as 
its  logical  equipollent — Mind — is — all  humanly  great,  that  is,  all 
that  is  great  in  man.  (Mens — cst — omne  magnum  humanum.)'* 


a Vide  Scheibler,  Opera  Loffiea,  P. 
iu.  e.  vii.  pp.  458,  460,  where  hie  ex- 
amples, with  the  exposition  of  the  Lo- 
gicians, may  be  well  contrasted  with 
mine. 

[Scheibler,  after  referring  to  the 
Parra  Lor/icalia  of  the  schoolmen,  as 
oontaining  a proposed  supplement  of 
the  doctrines  of  Aristotle,  proceeds  to 
expound  the  Propontionai  Erponibiles 
of  those  treatises  ; " Excinsiva  enon- 
ciatio  est,  qnm  hahet  particnlam  ex- 
olosivam,  ut : Solus  homo  est  rationalis. 

Porro  exclusivie  ennn- 

oistiones  sunt  dnplicis  generis.  A lire 
sunt  exclusivre  pra'dicsti,  alia)  exclu- 
sivae  subjecti ; hoc  est,  in  aliis  particu- 
la  exclusivs  excludit  a snbjecto,  in 
aliis  exclndit  a pnedicato.  Veluti  hojc 
propositio  exclusiva  eat : Dens  tantum 
est  immortalia  Estqne  exclusiva  a 
snbjecto,  hoc  sensn,  Deus  tantum,  el 
non  homo  tel  lapis,  he.  Si  intelligatur 
nt  e-xclusi  va  a pnedicato,  falsa  est,  (hoo 
sensu.  Dens  tantum  set  immortalis. 
Immortalia,  inquam,  el  non  omnipolens 
tel  omnisehis.)  Atque  ad  hnne  modum 
omnes  propositiones  exclusivie  ambi- 
guse  snnt,  si  habeant  particulam  ex- 


clusivam  post  subjectum  propositionis, 
ante  vinculum,  nt  erat  in  proposito 
exemplo.  Carent  an  tern  pro|iositiones 
exclusivse  ilia  ambiguitate,  si  vel  ex- 
cIusivB  particula  ponatnr  ante  subjec- 
tnm  propositionis,  vel  etiam  sequatur 
copulam.  Ibi  enim  indicator  ease  pro- 
poaitio  exclusiva  subjecti,  nt : Solus 
homo  disonrrit.  Hie  autem  indicatur, 
esse  propositio  exclusiva  pnedicati,  ut ; 
Sacramenta  Novi  Testamenti  sunt  tan- 
tum duo ; Prtedicamenta  snnt  tantum 
decern.  ” 

Scheibler  then  proceeds  to  give  the 
following  general  and  special  rules  of 
Exclusion : — 

‘‘1.  Generaliter  tenendnm  est,  quod 
aliter  sint  exjxmendce  exclusiva;  a proedi- 
ealo,  el  aliter  rxclusine  a suhjecto. 

“ IL  Exclusiva  propositio  non  ex- 
dutiil  eoncomitanlia 

“III.  Omnis  exclusiva  resolvtlur  in 
duos  simplices,  alteram  qfirmatam,  al- 
teram negalam.  Atque  hoo  est  quod 
vulgo  dicitnr,  quod  omnis  excinsiva  sit 
bypothetica.  Hypothetica  enim  pro- 
positio est  qnie  inclndit  dnas  alias  in 
virtute,  vel  dispositione  ana.  Veluti 
hme : Solus  homo  est  rationalis,  Rquiva 
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We  ought,  indeed,  as  a corollary  of  the  postulate  already 
stated,  to  require  to  he  allowed  to  translate  into  equivalent  logi- 
cal terms  the  rhetorical  enouncements  of  common  speech.  We 
should  not  do  as  the  logicians  have  been  wont, — introduce  and 
deal  with  these  in  their  grammatical  integrity ; for  this  would 
be  to  swell  out  and  deform  our  science  with  mere  grammatical 
accidents ; and  to  such  fortuitous  accrescences  the  formidable 
volume,  especially  of  the  older  Logics,  is  mainly  owing.  In 
fact,  a lai^e  proportion  of  the  scholastic  system  is  merely 
grammatical 

3°,  The  whole  doctrine  of  the  non-quantification  of  the  pre- 
dicate is  only  another  example  of  the  passive  sequacity  of  the 
logicians.  They  follow  obediently  in  the  footsteps  of  their  great 


let  his  duabus : Homo  ett  rationalit,  et 
Quod  non  al  homo,  non  at  rationale, 
Et  in  8i>ecie  : Batia  non  eet  rationalu. 
Planta  non  at  rationalie.  .... 
Atqne  bffi  duffi  propositiones  Tocantnr 
exponentfs,  sicut  propositio  exclusiva 
dicitnr  exponihilU. 

“ Specialoa  antem  regulte  explicandi 
exclusivas  sontocto : sicut  etocto  sunt 
genera  locutionum  exclusivarom. 

“ I.  Propositio  exclusiva  univertalis 
affirmaliva,  cujus  signum  non  negatur, 
ut,  Tantum  omnis  homo  eurrit,  exponi- 
tur  sic,  Omnis  homo  eurrit,  et  nihil 
aliud  ab  homine  eurrit.  Vocari  solct 
bsc  exi>ositio  Pater,  quia  prior  ejus 
pars  est  universalis  affirmativs,  quod 
notat  A.  Et,  altene  juin  est  univer- 
salis negativa,  quod  indicat  in  posteri- 
ori syllaba  liters  E. 

“II.  Propositio  particvlaris,  rel  in- 
dffinita  affirmativa,  in  qua  signum  non 
negatur,  ut  Tantum  homo  eurrit,  expo- 
nitur  sic.  Homo  eurrit,  et  nihil  aliud  ab 
homine  eurriL  Vocatur  hico  expositio, 
Niss. 

“III.  Propositio  exclusiva,  in  qua 
signum  non  negatur,  universalis  nega- 
tiva, ut,  Tantum  nuUus  homo  eurrit, 
exponitur  sic,  NuUus  homo  eurrit,  et 
quodlibet  aliud  ab  homine  eurrit,  vooa- 
tiir,  Ten  AX. 

“ IV.  Exclusiva  esijus  signum  non  n«- 
gaturimilicularisvetindeJlHita  negativa. 


ut,  Tantum  homo  non  eurrit,  exponitur 
sic,  Homo  non  eurrit,  et  quodlibet  aliud 
ab  homine  eurrit,  vocatur,  Storax. 

“ V.  Exclusiva,  in  qua  signum  nega- 
lur,  affirmativa  et  universalis,  ut.  Non 
tantum  omnis  homo  eurrit,  exponitur 
sic,  Omnis  homo  eurrit,  et  alirpiod  aliud 
ab  homine  eurrit,  vocatur,  Canos. 

“VI.  In  quasignum  negatur,  existens 
universalis  affirmativa,  ut,  Aon  tantum 
nullushomocurrit,  sic  exponitur,  Nullus 
homo  eurrit,  et  aliquid  aliud  ab  homins 
non  eurrit,  vocatur,  Fectt. 

“VII.  Exclusiva,  t«  qua  signum  ne- 
gatur, existens  particularis  affirmativa, 
ut.  Non  tantum  aliquis  homo  eurrit,  ex- 
ponitur sic,  Aliquis  homo  eurrit,  aliquid 
aliud  ab  homine  eurrit,  vocatur,  PiLos. 

“VIII.  Negativa  particularis  exdu- 
sivee  proqrositiones,  cujus  signum  nega- 
tur, ut.  Non  tantum  aliquis  homo  non 
eurrit,  ex|ionitur  sic,  Aliquis  homo  rum 
eurrit,  et  aliquid  aliud  ab  homine  non 
eurrit,  vocatur,  Nobis. 

“ Di&erentia  antem  propositionis  ex- 
clusivieetexceptivieestevidens.  Nem()e 
exclusiva  jntedicatum  vendicatuni  sub- 
jecto,  ant  a snbjecto  exclndit  alia  prte- 
dicata,  ut,  Solus  Deus  bonus  est.  Ex- 
ceptiva  autem  statuit  universale  sub- 
jectum,  indicatque  aliquid  contineri 
sub  isto  univetsali,  de  qno  non  dicatur 
prmdicstum,  ut,  Omne  animal  est  irra- 
tiotude,  prater  homincm." — Bin.] 
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master.  "We  owe  this  doctrine  and  its  prevalence  to  the  precept 
and  authority  of  Aristotle.  lie  prohibits  once  and  again  the 
annexation  of  the  universal  predesignation  to  the  predicate. 
For  why,  he  says,  such  predesignation  would  render  the  pro- 
position absurd ; giving  as  his  only  example  and  proof  of  this,  the 
judgment — "All  man  is  all  animal.”  This,  however,  is  only 
valid  as  a refutation  of  the  ridiculous  doctrine,  held  by  no  one, 
that  any  predicate  may  be  universally  quantified ; for,  to  employ 
his  own  example,  what  absurdity  is  there  in  saying  that  " some 
animal  is  all  man  ” ? Yet  this  nonsense,  (be  it  spokeu  with  all 
reverence  of  the  Stagirite,)  has  imposed  the  precept  on  the 
systems  of  Logic  down  to  the  present  day.  Nevertheless,  it  could 
be  shown  by  a cloud  of  instances  from  the  Aristotclic  writings 
themselves,  that  this  rule  is  invalid ; nay,  Aristotle’s  own  doc- 
trine of  Induction,  which  is  far  more  correct  than  that  usually 
taught,  proceeds  upon  the  silent  abolition  of  the  erroneous  canon. 
The  doctrine  of  the  logicians  is,  therefore,  founded  on  a blunder ; 
which  is  only  doubled  by  the  usual  averment  that  the  predicate, 
in  what  are  technically  called  reciprocal  propoaitiana,  is  taken 
universally  vi  materice  and  not  m formcc. 

But,  4°,  The  non-quantification  of  the  predicate  in  thought  is 
given  up  by  the  logicians  themselves,  but  only  in  certain  cases 
where  they  were  forced  to  admit,  and  to  the  amount  which  they 
could  not  possibly  deny.  The  predicate,  they  confess,  is  quanti- 
fied by  particularity  in  affirmative,  by  universality  in  negative, 
propositions.  But  why  the  quantification,  formal  quantification, 
should  be  thus  restricted  in  thought,  they  furnish  us  with  no 
valid  reason. 

To  these  two  errors  I might  perhaps  add  as  a third,  the  confu- 
sion and  perplexity  arising  from  the  attempt  of  Aristotle  and 
the  logicians  to  deal  with  indefinite  (or,  as  I would  call  them, 
indeaignate)  terms,  instead  of  treating  them  merely  as  verbal 
ellipses,  to  be  fiUed  up  in  the  expression  before  being  logically 
considered;  and  I might  also  add  as  a fourth,  the  additional 
complexity  and  perplexity  introduced  into  the  science  by  view- 
ing propositions,  likewise,  as  affected  by  the  four  or  six  modal- 
ities. But  to  these  I shall  not  advert. 

These  are  the  two  principal  errors  which  have  involved  our 
systems  of  Logic  in  confusion,  and  prevented  their  evolution  in 
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simplicity,  harmony,  and  completeness ; — which  have  condemned 
them  to  bits  and  fragments  of  the  science,  and  for  these  bits  and 
fragments  have  made  a load  of  rules  and  exceptions  indispen- 
sable, to  avoid  falling  into  frequent  and  manifest  absurdity.  It 
was  in  reference  to  these  two  errors  chiefly,  that  I formerly  gave 
you  as  a self-evident  Postulate  of  Logic — “ Explicitly  to  state 
what  has  been  implicitly  thought ; ” in  other  words,  that  before 
dealing  logically  with  a proposition,  we  are  entitled  to  understand 
it,  that  is,  to  ascertain  and  to  enounce  its  meaning.  This  quan- 
tification of  the  predicate  of  a judgment,  is,  indeed,  only  the 
beginning  of  the  application  of  the  Postulate ; but  we  shall  find 
that  at  every  step  it  enables  us  to  cast  away,  as  useless,  a mul- 
titude of  canons,  which  at  once  disgust  the  student,  and,  if  not 
the  causes,  are  at  least  the  signs,  of  imperfection  in  the  science. 

I venture  then  to  assert,  that  there  is  only  one  species  of  Con- 
version, and  that  one  thorough-going  and  self-sufficient.  I mean 
Pure,  or  Simple  Conversion.  The  other  species, — all  are  admitted 
to  be  neither  thorough-going  nor  self-sufficient, — they  are  in  fact 
only  other  logical  processes,  accidentally  combined  with  a trans- 
position of  the  subject  and  predicate.  The  conversio  per  acculena 
of  Boethius,  as  an  Ampliative  operation,  has  no  logical  existence ; 
it  is  material  and  precarious,  and  has  righteously  been  allowed 
to  drop  out  of  science.  It  is  now  merely  an  historical  curiosity. 
As  a Eestrictive  operation,  in  which  relation  alone  it  still  stands 
in  our  systems,  it  is  either  merely  fortuitous,  or  merely  possible 
through  a logical  process  quite  distinct  from  Conversion,  I mean 
that  of  Restriction  or  Subalternation,  which  will  be  soon  ex- 
plained. Conversio  per  contrapositioncm  is  a change  of  terms, — a 
substitution  of  new  elements,  and  only  holds  through  contradiction,” 


a [See  Aristotle,  Topfea^  L.  ii  c. 
8.  Scotus,  Bannes,  Mendoza,  silently 
following  each  other,  have  held  that 
contra|K>sition  is  only  mediate,  inhnita* 
tion  requiring  CoTw/anfia,  &c.  Wholly 
wrong.  See  Arriaga. — Curitus  Philono- 
phiau,  D.  II.  a.  4,  p.  18.]  [“  Observ- 
andnm  eetpnedictasconseqnentias  (per 
contrapoeitionem)  malas  esse  et  insta* 
biles,  nisi  accesserit  alia  propositio  in 
antecedent!  qu»  im|)artit  existentiam 
■ubjocti  oonsequentis.  Tunc  enim  fir* 


ma  erit  consequontia,  e.  g.  Omnu  luymo 
fsi  nlhus  et  non  alhum  csiy  ergo  omne 
non  atffum  e.st  non  htmw.  Alioquin  si 
eonttaniiam.  illam  non  posueris  in  ante* 
cedenti,  instabitur  illi  consequentia;  in 
eventu,  in  quo  nihil  sit  non  album,  et 
omnis  homo  sit  albas.*’  Bannes,  In- 
fUiU  Min.  DiaL^  L.  vi.  c.  2,  p.  530. — 
Ed.] 

[Rule  for  Finite  Prejacents  given. 

With  the  single  exception  of  E n E 
(A  n A)  the  other  seven  propositions 
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being  just  as  good  without  as  with  conversion.  Tlie  Contingent 
Conversion  of  the  lower  Greeks  “js  not  a conversion, — is  not  a 
logical  process  at  all,  and  has  been  worthily  ignored  by  the  Latin 


may  be  converted  by  Connterposition 
under  the  following  rule  ; — “ Let  the 
terms  be  infinitated  and  transposed, 
the  predesignations  remaining  as  be- 
fore.” 

With  the  two  additional  exceptions 
of  the  two  convertible  pro]>ositions, 
A f I,  and  I f A,  the  infinitated  propo- 
sitions hold  good  without  the  transi)o- 
sition  of  the  terms. 

Rule  for  Infinite  Prejacents  given. 

With  the  single  exception  of  n I f n I, 
(uE-n-nE  being  impossible,)  the  other 
six  pro[>ositions  may  be  converted  by 
Connterposition  under  the  following 
rule ; — *'  Let  the  terms  be  uninfinitated 
and  transposed,  the  predesignations  re- 
maining as  before.  ” 

Contraposition  is  not  explicitly  evolv- 
ed by  Aristotle  in  Prior  Analytic*,  but 
is  evolved  from  his  Topic*,  L.  ii.  cc. 
1,  8,  alibi.  De  Jnterpretaiione,  c.  14. 
See  Conimbricenaes,  In  An.  Prior.,  L. 
L q.  i.  p.  271.  Bannes,  Instil.  Minori* 
Dialecticcr,  L.  v.  c.  2,  p.  632.  Bur- 
gersdiciuB,  In*tit.  Log.,  L.  i.  c.  32. 

First  explicitly  enounced  by  Aver- 
roes  according  to  Molinieus,  (Elemmta 
Logica,  L.  i.  c.  4,  p.  54).  I cannot  find 
any  notice  of  it  in  Averroes.  He  ig- 
nores it,  name  and  thing.  It  is  in 
Anonymns,  Dt  Syllogitmo,  f.  42  b. , in 
Nicephoms  Blemmidas,  EpiU  Log.,  e. 
xxxL  p.  222;  bnt  long  before  him  Boe- 
thins  has  all  the  kinds  of  Conversion, 
— Simplex,  Per  Acciden*,  et  Per  Oppo- 
sitionem,  {Introduclio  ad  8ytlogi*mos, 
p.  576),  what  he  calls  Per  Contrapoei- 
tionem,  {De  SyUogismo  CaUgorico,  L. 
L 689.)  Is  he  the  inventor  of  the  name! 
It  seems  so.  Long  before  Boethius, 
Apnleins,  (in  second  century),  has  it  as 
one  of  the  five  species  of  Conversion, 
bnt  gives  it  no  name — only  descriptive, 
see  De  Habitwl.  Doet.  Plat.,  L.  iii.  p. 
33.  Alexander,  In  An.  Pr.,  i.  c.  2,  f. 
10  a,  has  it  as  of  propositions,  not  of 


terms,  which  is  conversion  absolutely. 
Vide  Philoponns,  In  An.  Pr.,  I.  f.  12a. 
By  them  called  Amorpo^  ohr  &m- 
tiati.  So  Magentinns,  In  An.  Pr.,  i. 

2,  f.  3 b. 

That  Contraposition  is  not  properly 
Conversion — (this  being  a species  of 
consequence) — an  Ecqui]>olIence  of  pro- 
positions, not  a conversion  of  their 
terms. 

Noldins,  Logica  Recognita,  c.  xii  p. 
299.  Crakanthorpe,  Logica,  L.  iii.  o. 
10,  p.  180.  Bannes,  Instil.  Min.  Dial, 
L.  V.  c.  2,  p.  630.  Eustachins,  Summa 
Philosophue,  Logica,  P.  ii.  tract,  i q. 

3,  p.  104.  Herbart,  Lchrhuch  der 
Logile,  p.  78.  Scotns,  Quccsiione*,  In 
An.  Prior.,  L.  L q.  15,  f.  268  b.  Chau- 
vin,  V.  Convertio.  Isendoom,  Curtus 
Logica*,  p.  308. 

That  Contraposition  is  nselcss  and 
perplexing.  See  Chauvin,  r.  Convertio. 
Arriaga,  Carso*  Philosophicas,  p.  18. 
Titius,  Ar*  Cogitandi,  c.  viii.  § 19  e/ 
teg.  D'Abra  de  Raconis,  Tot.  Phil. 
Tract.,  Logica,  iL  q.  4,  p.  315,  Bannes, 
Instil.  Min.  Dial.,  p.  629.] 

a [Blemmidas.]  [Epitome  Logica,  c. 
31,  p.  222.  The  following  extract 
will  explain  the  luture  of  this  con- 
version ; 'H  y fr  vpvriatat  ywofUrri 
isTiarpo^,  if  rijy  piw  rctfir  rwr  Spar 
^vXArrti,  rhr  abrSr  TrfpcOoa  KOTiryopoi' 
furor  sol  rhr  tdnhr  bwoKtifuror  pAnfs 
81  rifr  wotAnfra  ptraBibXet,  votovoa  rifr 
ivo^arueifr  wpAraoir  Kara^aTucifr,  sal 
Kara^aTudfr  ino^arutifr.  Kol  Xeyerai 
aSnj  Mtxopirrf  imarpo^.  Its  <»1 
pAmfs  TTfs  Mexoperns  6Xs»  avrurrapArir 
olor,  Tis  &r$ptrvos  Aoverst,  nr  ArAporvos 
oif  Xoirrau'  aSrrf  8’  oia  tor  Aif  avpters 
iorrtarpo^.  This  so-called  contingent 
convertion  is  in  fact  nothing  more  than 
the  assertion,  repeated  by  many  Latin 
logicians,  that  in  contingent  matter 
subcontrary  projrasitions  are  both  true. 
-Ed.] 
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world.  But  let  us  now  proceed  to  see  that  Simple  Conversion, 
as  I have  asserted,  is  thorough-going  and  all-sufficient.  Let  us 
try  it  in  all  the  eight  varieties  of  categorical  propositions.  But 
I shall  leave  this  explication  to  yourselves,  and  in  the  examina- 
tion will  call  for  a statemebt  of  the  simple  conversion,  as  applied 
to  all  the  eight  propositional  forms. 

It  thus  appears,  that  this  one  method  of  conversion  has  every 
advantage  over  those  of  the  logicians.  1°,  It  is  Natural;  2°,  It 
is  Imperative ; 3°,  It  is  Simple  ; 4°,  It  is  Direct ; 5°,  It  is  Pre- 
cise; G",  It  is  Tliorough-going : Whereas  their  processes  are — 1°, 
Unnatural;  2°,  Precarious;  3°,  Complex;  4°,  Circuitous;  5", 
Confused ; 6°,  Inadequate  : breaking  down  in  each  and  all  of 
their  species.  The  Greek  Logicians,  subsequent  to  Aristotle,  have 
well  and  truly  said,  ai'Ti<TTpo(f>rj  ioTiv  i,(rocrTpo<f>yj  tis  " omnis 
conversio  est  tequiversio,”  “ that  is,  all  conversion  is  a conversion 
of  equal  into  equal ; and  had  they  attended  to  this  principle, 
they  would  have  developed  conversion  in  its  true  unity  and 
simplicity.  They  would  have  considered,  1°,  That  the  absolute 
quantity  of  the  proposition,  be  it  convertend  or  converse,  remains 
always  identical ; 2°,  That  the  several  quantities  of  the  collated 
notions  remain  always  identical,  the  whole  change  being  the 
transposition  of  the  quantified  notion,  which  was  in  the  subject 
place,  into  the  place  of  predicate,  and  vice  versa. 

Aristotle  and  the  logicians  were,  therefore,  wrong  ; 1°,  In  not 
considering  the  proposition  simply  as  the  complement,  that  is,  as 
the  equation  or  non-equation,  of  two  compared  notions,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  considering  it  as  determined  in  its  quantity  by  one 
of  these  notions  more  than  by  the  other.  2^  They  were  wrong, 
in  according  too  great  an  importance  to  the  notions  considered 
as  propositional  terms,  that  is,  as  subject  and  predicate,  indepen- 
dently of  the  import  of  these  notions  in  themselves.  3°,  They 
were  wrong,  in  according  too  preponderant  a weight  to  one  of 
these  terms  over  the  other ; but  differently  in  different  parts  of 
the  system.  For  they  were  wrong,  in  the  doctrine  of  Judgment, 
in  allowing  the  quantity  of  the  proposition  to  be  determined  ex- 
clusively by  the  quantity  of  the  subject  term  ; whereas  they  were 
wrong,  as  we  shall  see,  in  the  doctrine  of  Kcasoning,  in  consider- 
ing a syllogism  as  exclusively  relative  to  the  quantity  of  the  pre- 
a Seo  »bovo,  p.  258. — Ed. 
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dicate  (exteusion).  Somuchforthetheory  of  Conversion.  Before 
concluding,  I have,  however,  to  observe,  as  a correction  of  the  pre- 
valent ambiguity  and  vacillation,  that  the  two  propositions  of  the 
process  together  might  be  called  the  convertenl  or  converting,  (pro- 
positionea  convertetUes) ; and  whilst  of  these  the  original  proposi- 
tion is  named  the  convertend,  {propositio  convertenda),  its  product 
would  obtain  the  title  of  converse,  converted,  {propositio  conversa).'^ 

The  other  species  of  Immediate  Inference  will  not  detain  us 
long.  Of  these,  there  are  two  noticed  by  the  logicians. 

The  first  of  these,  Eqttipollence,  (cequipollentia),  or,  as  I would 
term  it.  Double  Negation,  is  only  deserving  of  bare  mention.  It 
is  of  mere  grammatical  relevancy.  The  negation  of  a negation  is 
tantamoimt  to  an  affirmation.  " B is  not  not-A"  is  manifestly 
only  a roundabout  way  of  saying  “ B is  A and,  vice  versa,  we 
may  express  a position,  if  we  perversely  choose,  by  sublating  a 
sublation.  The  immediate  inference  of  Equipollence  is  thus 
merely  the  grammatical  translation  of  an  affirmation  into  a 
double  negation,  or  of  a double  negation  into  an  affirmation. 
Non-nuUus  and  Non-netno,  for  example,  are  merely  other  gram- 
matical expressions  for  aliquis  or  quidam.  So  Nonnihil,  Non- 
nunquam,  Nonnusquam,  &c. 

The  Latin  tongue  is  almost  peculiar  among  languages  for  such 
double  negatives  to  express  an  affirmative.  Of  course  the  few 
which  have  found  their  place  in  Logic,  instead  of  being  despised 
or  relegated  to  Grammar,  have  been  fondly  commented  on  by 
the  ingenuity  of  the  scholastic  logicians.  In  English,  some 
authors  are  fond  of  this  indirect  and  idle  way  of  speaking ; they 
prefer  saying — “ I entertain  a not  unfavourable  opinion  of  such 
a one,”  to  saying  directly,  I entertain  of  him  a favourable 
opinion.  Neglecting  this,  I pass  on  to 

The  third  species  of  Immediate  Inference,  noticed  by  the 
logicians.  This  they  call  Stdxiltcmation,  but  it  may  be  more 
unambiguously  styled  Restriction.  If  I have  £100  at  my  credit 
in  the  bank,  it  is  evident  that  I may  draw  for  £5  or  £10.  In 
like  manner,  if  I can  say  unexclusively,  that  all  men  are  ani- 
mals, I can  say  restrictively,  that  negroes  or  any  other  fraction 
of  mankind  are  animals.  This  restriction  is  Bilateral,  when  we 
restrict  both  subject  and  predicate,  as — 

a See  above,  voL  i.  p.  262. — Ed. 
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All  Triangle  is  all  trilateral.  All  rational  is  all  risible. 

.'.  Some  triangle  is  some  trilateral.  .'.  Some  rational  is  some  risilAe. 

It  is  Unilateral,  by  restricting  the  omnitude  or  universality 
either  of  the  Subject  or  of  the  Predicate. 

Of  the  Subject — 

All  man  is  some  animal ; 

.’.  Some  man  is  some  animal. 

Of  the  Predicate,  as — 

Some  animal  is  all  risible  ; 

.'.  Some  animal  is  some  risible. 

It  has  not  been  noticed  by  the  logicians,  that  there  is  only  an 
inference  by  this  process,  if  the  some  in  the  inferred  proposition 
means  some  at  least,  that  is,  some  not  exclusive  of  all;  for  if  we 
think  by  the  some,  some  only,  that  is,  some,  not  all,  so  far  from 
there  being  any  competent  inference,  there  is  in  fact  a real  op- 
position. The  logicians,  therefore,  to  vindicate  their  doctrine  of 
the  Opposition  of  Subaltemation,  ought  to  have  declared,  that 
the  some  was  here  in  the  sense  of  some  only ; and  to  vindicate 
tlieir  doctrine  of  the  Inference  of  Subalternation,  they  ought,  in 
like  manner,  to  have  declared,  that  the  sotne  was  here  taken  in 
the  counter  sense  of  some  at  least.  It  could  easily  be  shown, 
that  the  errors  of  the  logicians  in  regard  to  Opposition,  are  not 
to  be  attributed  to  Aristotle. 

Before  leaving  this  process,  it  may  be  proper  to  observe  that 
we  might  well  call  its  two  propositions  together  the  restringent 
or  restrictive  ( propositioncs  restringentes  vel  restrictivm) ; the 
given  proposition  might  be  called  the  restringend,  {propositio 
restringenda),  and  the  product  the  restrict  or  restricted,  {pro- 
positio restricta). 

So  much  for  the  species  of  Immediate  Inference  recognised  by 
the  logicians. 

There  is,  however,  a kind  of  immediate  inference  overlooked  by 
logical  writers.  I have  formerly  noticed,  that  they  enumerate, 
(among  the  species  of  Opposition),  Subcontrariety,  (subcontra- 
rietas,  vnevavTiorrji) , to  wit, — some  is,  some  is  not ; but  that  this 
is  not  in  fact  an  opposition  at  all,  (as  in  truth  neither  is  Subal- 
ternation in  a certain  sense.)  Subcontrariety,  in  like  manner,  is 
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with  them  not  an  opposition  between  two  partial  sames,  but  be- 
tween different  and  different ; in  fact,  no  opposition  at  all.  But 
if  they  are  thus  all  wrong  by  commission,  they  are  doubly  wrong 
by  omission,  for  they  overlook  the  immediate  inference  which 
the  relation  of  propositions  in  Subcontrariety  affords.  This, 
however,  is  sufficiently  manifest.  If  I can  say,  “All  men  are 
same  animals,”  or,  “ Sovu  animals  are  all  men,"  I am  thereby 
entitled  to  say, — “ All  men  are  not  some  animals,”  or  “ Some  ani- 
mals are  not  some  men.”  Of  course  here  the  some  in  the  inferred 
propositions  means  some  other,  as  in  the  original  proposition, 
some  only ; but  the  inference  is  perfectly  legitimate,  being  merely 
a necessary  explication  of  the  thought : for  inasmuch  as  I think 
and  say  that  all  men  are  some  animals,  I can  think  and  say  that 
they  are  some  animals  only,  which  implies  that  they  are  a certain 
some,  and  not  any  other  animals."  This  inference  is  thus  not 
only  to  some  others  indefinitely,  but  to  all  others  definitely.  It 
is  further  either  affirmative  from  a negative  antecedent,  or  nega- 
tive from  an  affirmative.  Finally,  it  is  not  bilateral,  as  not  of 
subject  and  predicate  at  once ; but  it  is  unilateral,  either  of  the 
subject  or  of  the  predicate.  This  inference  of  Subcontrariety,  I 
would  call  Integration,  because  the  mind  here  tends  to  determine 
all  the  parts  of  a whole,  whereof  a part  only  has  been  given. 
The  two  propositions  together  might  be  called  the  integral  or 
integrant,  {propositiones  integrales  vel  integrantes).  The  given 

> 

and  the  product,  the  integrate  {proposUio  integrata).^ 

I may  refer  you  for  various  observations  on  the  Quantification 
of  the  Predicate,  to  the  collection  published  under  the  title, 
Discussions  on  Philosophy  and  Literature. 


Tlie  grand  general  or  dominant  result  of  the  doctrine  on  which 
I have  already  partially  touched,  but  which  I will  now  explain 


■ If  we  uj  xmu  animal  is  all  man, 
end  some  animal  is  not  any  man  ; in  that 
case,  we  must  hold  some  as  meaning 
some  only.  We  may  have  a mediate 
syllogism  on  it,  as  : — 

Sovu  animals  an  all  men  ; 

Sams  animals  are  not  any  man  ; 


Tkertfore,  some  animals  an  not  some 
animats. 

$ Mem.  Immediate  inference  of  Con- 
tradiction omitted.  Also  of  Belation, 
which  would  come  under  EqnipoUence. 
[For  Tabular  Schemes  of  Propositional 
Forms,  and  of  their  Mutual  Relations, 
see  below,  pp.  279-80,  288.— Ea] 
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consecutively  and  more  in  detail,  is  as  follows ; — Touching  Propo- 
sitions,— Subject  and  Predicate; — touching  Syllogisms, — inCate- 
goricals,  Major  and  Minor  Terms,  Major  and  Minor  Premises, 
Figures  First,  Second,  Third,  Fourth,  and  even  what  I call  No 
Figure,  are  all  made  convertible  with  each  other,  and  all  conver- 
sion reduced  to  a simple  equation ; whilst  in  Hypotheticals,  both 
the  species,  (viz.  Conjunctive  and  Disjunctive  reasonings),  are 
shown  to  be  forms  not  of  mediate  argumentation  at  all,  but  merely 
complex  varieties  of  the  immediate  inference  of  Restriction  or 
Subalternation,  and  are  relieved  of  a load  of  perversions,  limita- 
tions, exceptions,  and  rules.  The  differences  of  Quantity  and 
Quality,  &c.,  thus  alone  remain ; and  by  these  exclusively  are 
Terms,  Propositions,  and  Syllogisms  formally  distinguished.  Quan- 
tity and  Quality  combined  constitute  the  only  real  discrimination 
of  Syllogistic  Mood.  Syllogistic  Figure  vanishes,  with  its  perplex- 
ing apparatus  of  special  rules;  and  even  the  General  Laws  of 
Syllogism  proper  are  reduced  to  a single  compendious  canon. 

This  doctrine  is  founded  on  the  postulate  of  Logic : — “ To  state 
in  language,  wliat  is  efficient  in  thought;”  in  other  words,  “Be- 
fore proceeding  to  deal  logically  with  any  proposition  or  syllogism, 
we  must  be  allowed  to  determine  and  express  what  it  means." 

First,  then,  in  regard  to  Propositions. — In  a proposition,  the 
two  terms,  the  Subject  and  Predicate,  have  each  their  quantity  in 
thought.  This  quantity  is  not  always  expressed  in  language,  for 
language  tends  always  to  abbreviation ; but  it  is  always  under- 
stood. For  example,  in  the  proposition.  Men  arc  animals,  what 
do  we  mean  ? We  do  not  mean  that  .some  men,  to  the  exclusion  of 
others,  are  animals,  but  we  use  the  abbreviated  expression  men 
for  the  thought  all  men.  Logic,  therefore,  in  virtue  of  its  postu- 
late, warrants,  nay  requires,  us  to  state  this  explicitly.  Let  us, 
therefore,  overtly  quantify  the  subject,  and  say,  zlW  men  are  ani- 
mals. So  far  we  have  dealt  with  the  proposition, — we  have  quan- 
tified in  language  the  subject,  as  it  was  quantified  in  thought 

But  the  predicate  still  remains.  We  have  said — All  men  are 
animals.  But  what  do  we  mean  by  animals  f Do  wo  mean  all 
animals,  or  some  animals  t Not  the  former ; for  dogs,  horses, 
oxen,  &c.,  are  animals  as  well  as  men,  and  dogs,  horses,  oxen, 
&c.,  are  not  men.  Men,  therefore,  are  animals,  but  exclusively 
of  dogs,  horses,  oxen,  &c.  All  men,  therefore,  are  not  equivalent 
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to  all  aniirwls ; that  is,  we  cannot  say,  as  we  cannot  think,  that 
all  men  are  cdl  animals.  But  we  can  say,  for  in  thought  we  do 
afBrm,  that  all  men  are  some  animals. 

But  if  we  can  say,  as  we  do  think,  that  all  men  are  some  ani- 
mals, we  can,  on  the  other  hand,  likewise  say,  as  we  do  think, 
that  some  animals  are  all  men. 

If  this  he  true,  it  is  a matter  of  indifference,  in  a logical  point 
of  view,  (whatever  it  may  be  in  a rhetorical),  which  of  the  two 
terms  be  made  the  subject  or  predicate  of  the  proposition ; and 
whichsoever  term  is  made  the  subject  in  the  first  instance,  may, 
in  the  second,  be  converted  into  the  predicate,  and  whichso- 
ever term  is  made  the  predicate  in  the  first  instance,  may,  in 
the  second,  be  converted  into  the  subject. 

From  this  it  follows : — 

1°,  That  a proposition  is  simply  an  equation,  an  identifica- 
tion, a bringing  into  congruence,- of  two  notions  in  respect  to 
their  Extension.  I say,  in  respect  to  their  Extension,  for  it  is 
this  quantity  alone  which  admits  of  ampliation  or  restriction, 
the  Comprehension  of  a notion  remaining  always  the  same,  being 
always  taken  at  its  full  amount. 

2°,  The  total  quantity  of  the  proposition  to  be  converted, 
and  the  total  quantity  of  the  proposition  the  product  of  the  con- 
version, is  always  one  and  the  same.  In  this  unexclusive  point 
of  view,  all  conversion  is  merely  simjle .conversion ; and  the 
distinction  of  a conversion,  as  it  is  called,  hy  accident,  arises 
only  from  the  partial  view  of  the  logicians,  who  have  looked 
merely  to  the  quantity  of  the  subject.  They,  accordingly,  de- 
nominated a proposition  universal  or  particular,  as  its  subject 
merely  was  quantified  by  the  predesignation  some  or  all ; and 
where  a proposition  like.  All  men  are  animals,  (in  thought, 
some  animals),  was  converted  into  the  proposition.  Some  ani- 
mals are  men,  (in  thought,  all  men),  they  erroneously  supposed 
that  it  lost  quantity,  was  restricted,  and  became  a particular 
proposition. 

It  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  logicians  contemplated  the  re- 
conversion of  such  a proposition  as  the  preceding ; for  they  did 
not  (or  rarely)  give  the  name  of  convcrsio  per  accidens  to  the 
case  in  which  the  proposition,  on  their  theory,  was  turned  from 
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a particular  into  a universal,  as  when  we  reconvert  the  proposi- 
tion, Some  animals  are  men,  into  the  proposition,  AU  men  are 
animals.''  They  likewise  neglected  such  affirmative  propositions 
as  had  in  thought  both  subject  and  predicate  quantified  to  their 
whole  extent;  as,  AU  triangular  figure  is  trilateral,  that  is,  if 
expressed  as  understood.  All  triangular  is  all  trilateral  figure, — 
AU  rational  is  risible,  that  is,  if  explicitly  enounced.  All  rational 
is  all  risible  animal.  Aristotle,  and  subsequent  logicians,  had 
indeed  frequently  to  do  with  propositions  in  which  the  predicate 
was  taken  in  its  full  extension.  In  these  the  logicians, — but, 
be  it  observed,  not  Aristotle, — attempted  to  remedy  the  imper- 
fection of  the  Aristotelic  doctrine,  which  did  not  allow  the  quan- 
tification of  the  predicate  to  be  taken  logically  or  formally  into 
account  in  affirmative  propositions,  by  asserting  that  in  the 
obnoxious  cases  the  predicate  was  distributed,  that  is,  fully 
quantified,  in  virtue  of  the  matter,  and  not  in  virtue  of  the  form, 
{vi  matcriw  non  ratione  forma:).  But  this  is  altogether  erroneous. 
For  in  thought  we  generally  do,  nay  often  must,  fully  quantify 
the  predicate.  In  our  logical  conversion,  in  fact,  of  a pro- 
position like  AU  men  are  animals, — some  animals,  we  must 
formally  retain  in  thought,  for  we  cannot  formally  abolish,  the 
universal  quantification  of  the  predicate.  We,  accordingly, 
must  formally  allow  the  proposition  thus  obtained, — Some 
animals  are  all  men. 

The  error  of  the  logicians  is  further  shown  by  our  most  naked 
logical  notation ; for  it  is  quite  as  easy  and  quite  as  natural  to 


a Sco  above,  vol.  i p.  264.— Ed. 
[A  mistake  by  logicians  in  general, 
that  partial  conversion,  iv  /t/pti,  is  a 
mere  synonym  of  per  aeeidem,  and 
that  the  former  is  so  used  by  Aristotle. 
See  ValliuB  Logica,  t.  ii.  1.  i.  q.  i.  c.  2, 
p.  32.  For  Aristotle  uses  the  terms 
univrr«if  and  partial  eonvereian,  simply 
to  express  whether  the  conrtrtent  is  an 
universal  or  particular  proposition.  See 
§ 4 of  the  chapter  on  Conversion,  (.,471. 
Prior.,  i.  2),  where  particular  afiSrma- 
tives  are  said  to  be  necessarily  con- 
verted, iv  ptpt>. 

Conversio  i>er  aecidens  is  in  two  forms 


differently  defined  by  different  logi- 
cians. The  first  by  B^thins,  by  whom 
the  name  was  originally  given,  is  that 
in  which  the  quantity  of  the  proposi- 
tion is  contingently  changed  either 
from  greater  to  less,  or  from  leas  to 
greater,  talva  rerilaie,  the  quality  of 
the  terms  and  propositions  remaining 
always  the  same.  So  Ridiger,  De  Sensa 
Vcri  et  Falti,  p.  303.  The  second  is 
that  of  logicians  in  general,  where  the 
quantity  of  the  proposition  is  dimin- 
ished, the  quality  of  the  propositions 
and  terms  remaining  the  same,  mlta 
veritate.] 
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quantify  A,  B,  or  C,  as  predicate,  as  to  quantify  A,  B,  or  C,  as 
subject.  Thus,  All  B ts  some  A ; Some  A u oZZ  B. 


A,  :B 


I may  here  also  animadvert  on  the  counter  defect,  the  counter 
error,  of  the  logicians,  in  their  doctrine  of  Negative  Propositions. 
In  negative  propositions  they  say  the  predicate  is  always  distri- 
buted,— always  taken  in  its  full  extension.  Now  this  is  alto- 
gether untenable.  For  we  always  can,  and  frequently  do,  think 
the  predicate  of  negative  propositions  as  only  partially  excluded 
from  the  sphere  of  the  subject  For  example,  we  can  think,  as 
our  naked  diagrams  can  show, — AH  men  are  not  some  animals, 
that  is,  not  irrational  animals.  In  point  of  fact,  so  often  as  we 
think  a subject  as  partially  included  within  the  sphere  of  a 
predicate,  eo  ipso  we  think  it  as  partially,  that  is,  particularly, 
excluded  therefrom.  Logicians  are,  therefore,  altogether  at  fault 
in  their  doctrine,  that  the  predicate  is  always  distributed,  i.e. 
always  universal,  in  negative  propositions.® 


. a [MeUnchthoD,  (Erotemata,  L.  ii. 
Dt  Convertione,  p.  129),  followed  by 
his  pupil  and  commentator  Strigelina, 
(fa  Erotemata,  p.  576-81),  and  by 
Keckermann,  (Syal.  Log.  Miaus,  L.  ii. 
c.  3,  Op.  p.  222),  and  others,  thinks 
that  “there  is  a greater  force  of  the 
particle  none,  (nullus,  not  any),  than  of 
the  particle  all,  (omnis).  For,  in  a 
universal  negative,  the  force  of  the 
negation  is  so  spread  over  the  whole 
proposition,  that  in  its  conversion  the 
same  sign  is  retained,  (as— Ah  star  it 
consumed  ; therefore,  no  flame  which  it 
consumed  is  a star)  : whereas  such  con- 
version does  not  take  place  in  a nni- 
versal  affirmative.”  This  Strigelins 
compares  to  the  diffusion  of  a ferment 
or  acute  poison ; adding  that  “ the 
affirmative  particle  is  limited  to  the 
subject,  whilst  the  negative  extends  to 


both  subject  and  predicate,  in  other 
words,  to  the  whole  proposition.” 

This  doctrine  is  altogether  erroneous. 
It  is  an  erroneous  theory  devised  to 
explain  an  erroneous  practice.  In  the 
first  place,  we  have  here  a commuta- 
tion of  negation  with  quantification  ; 
and,  at  the  same  time,  conversion, 
direct  conversion  at  least,  will  not  be 
said  to  change  the  quality  either  of  a 
negative  or  affirmative  proposition.  In 
the  second  place,  it  cannot  be  pretended 
that  negation  has  an  exclusive  or  even 
greater  affinity  to  universal  than  to 
particular  quantification.  We  can 
equally  well  say  not  some,  not  all,  not 
any  ; and  the  reason  why  one  of  these 
forms  is  preferred,  lies  certainly  not  in 
any  attraction  or  affinity  to  the  nega. 
tive  particle.] 
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But,  3’,  If  the  preceding  theory  be  true, — if  it  be  true  that 
subject  and  predicate  are,  as  quantified,  always  simply  convert- 
ible, the  proposition  being  in  fact  only  an  enouncement  of  their 
equation,  it  follows,  (and  this  also  is  an  adequate  test),  that  we 
may  at  will  identify  the  two  terms  by  making  them  both  the 
subject  or  both  the  predicate  of  the  same  propositions.  And 
this  we  can  do.  For  we  can  not  only  say — as  A w B,  so  conversely 
B w A,  or  as  AW  men  arc  some  animilSt  so,  conversely,  Some  ani- 
mals arc  all  men ; but  equally  say — A and  B are  convertible^  or, 
Convertible  arc  B and  A ; All  men  and  some  animals  are  con- 
vertible, (that  is,  some  convertible  (hvifjs)^  or,  Convertible,  (that  is, 
some  convertible  things),  are  some  animals  and  all  men.  By  con- 
vertible, I mean  the  same,  the  identical,  the  congruent,  &c.® 


a [With  the  doctrine  of  Conversion 
taught  in  the  text,  compare  the  follow- 
ing authorities  : — Ltaurentius  Valla, 
ZykUectica,  L.  ii.  c.  24,  f.  37.  Titius, 
Atb  Cogitandi,  (v.  lUdiger,  Dt  Saom 
Veri  ti  FciUi,  L.  ii.  c.  i.  p.  232). 
Reusch,  SysUma  Logicum,  § 380,  p. 
A\2etBcq,,  ed.  1741.  Uollmann,  Logi- 
ca,  § 89,  p.  172.  Ploucquet.  Fries, 
Li>gik,  § 33,  p.  146.  E.  ^inhold,  Lo- 
gik,  % 117,  p.  286.  Ancients  referred 
to  by  Ammo&ius,  In  Dc  InUrp,,  c.  vii., 
§ 4,  f.  . . . PauluB  Vallius,  Logka, 
t.  it,  In  An.  Prior.,  L.  i.  q.  ii.  c.  iv.] 
[Valla  1.  c.  says  : — Non  amplius  ac 
latius  accipitur  pnudicatum  quam  sub- 
jectum.  Ideoque  cum  illo  converti 
potest,  ut  omnU  homo  cst  animal:  non 
utique  totum  genus  animal,  sed  aliqua 
pars  hujuB  generis  . . . ergo,  Ali- 

qua pars  animalu  est  in  omni  komine. 
Item,  Quulam  homo  cH  animal,  scilicet 
est  qtuedampars  animali<t,  ergo,  Qua;- 
dfim  pars  animalis  fst  quidam  homo, 
&c."  Gottlieb  Gerhard  Tititis,  Ars 
Cogitandi,  c.  vii  § 3 stq.,  p.  125. 
Lipsiee,  1723  (first  ed.  1701).  “Nihil 
autem  aliud  agit  Conversio,  quam  ut 
simpUciter  pnedioatum  et  subjectnm 
transj>onat,  hinc  nec  qualitatem  nec 
quantitatem  iis  largitur,  aut  cas  mutat, 
sed  prout  repent,  ita  convertit.  £x 
quo  neceasario  sequitur  conversionem 
case  uuiformem,  ao  omnes  propoeitiooes 


eodem  plane  mode  converti.  Per  ex- 
empla,  (1),  Nxdlus  homo  est  lapis  {uni- 
tvrtaliUr),  ergo,  Nullus  lapis  est  homo, 
(2)  Quidam  homo  non  eM  mediau*  (omnis), 
ergo,  Omnis  medicus  non  est  homo  qui- 
dam, seu  Hullus  medicus  est  homo  qui- 
dam . . . (3),  ffic  Petrus  non  est 

doctus  {omnis),  ergo,  ihnnis  doctus  non 
cst  hie  Petrus  . , . (4),  Omnis  homo 
est  animal  {quoddam),  ergo,  Q^o<ldam 
animal  est  homo,  (5),  Quidam  homo 
currit  {particularitcr),  ergo,  Quidam 
current  est  homo,  (6),  Ilic  Paulus  est 
doctus  (^ui^um),  ergo,  Quidam  doctus 
est  hie  Paulus.  In  omnibus  his  exem- 
plU  subjectum  cum  aua  quantitate  in 
locum  pranlicati,  et  hoc,  eodem  modo, 
in  illius  sodem  transponitur,  ut  nuUa 
penitus  ratio  solida  appareat,  quare 
conversionem  in  diversas  s]>ecie8  divel- 
lere  debeanius.  Vulgo  tamen  aliter 
sentiunt,  quando  triplicem  convorsio- 
nem,  nempe  simpUeem,  per  aecidens,  ao 
per  contrapositionem,  adstruunt.  . . . 
Euimvero  conversio  per  aeculens  et  ;>rr 
contrapositionem  gratis  asscritur,  nam 
conversio  pro})ositioni8  affirmantis  uni- 
versalis perinde  sim])lex  est  ac  ea  qua 
universalis  negans  convertitur,  licet 
]K)8t  cam  subjectum  sit  particulare ; 
conversionis  enim  hie  nuUa  culpa  est, 
qu;c  quantitatem,  qu.T  non  adest,  lar- 
giri  nec  potest  nec  debet.  . . . Er- 
ror vulgaris  doctrime,  nisi  fallor,  inde 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


APPENDIX. 


277 


The  general  errors  in  regard  to  Conversion, — the  errors  from 
which  all  the  rest  proceed, — are 

1°,  The  omission  to  quantify  the  predicate  throughout. 

2°,  The  conceit  that  the  quantities  did  not  belong  to  the  terms. 

3°,  The  conceit  that  the  quantities  were  not  to  be  transposed 
with  their  relative  terms. 

4°,  The  one-sided  view  that  the  proposition  was  not  equally 
composed  of  the  two  terms,  but  was  more  dependent  on  the  sub- 
ject than  on  the  predicate. 

5°,  The  consequent  error  that  the  quantity  of  the  subject  term 
determines  the  quantity  of  the  proposition  absolutely. 

6°,  The  consequent  error  that  there  was  any  increase  or  dimi- 
nution of  the  total  quantity  of  the  proposition. 

7°,  That  thoroughgoing  conversion  could  not  take  place  by 
one,  and  that  the  simple,  form. 

8°,  That  all  called  in  at  least  the  form  of  Accidental  Con- 
version ; all  admitting  at  the  same  time  that  certain  moods 
remain  inconvertible. 


est,  qnocl  existimaverlnt  ad  convenio- 
nem  aimpliccm  requiri,  ut  prftdicatum 
assumat  tignum  et  quaHiitat^m  guhjt;cti 
. . . Converaionem  per  contra^toitx- 

tUmtm  quod  attinet,  facile  ofttendi  ik>« 
test  (I)  exempla  beic  jactari  solita 
posse  convert!  simplicitcr ; (2)  conver- 
sionem  per  contra]>ositiooem  revera 
non  esse  convcrsionem ; interim  (3) 
pntativam  istam  conversionem  non  in 
univeraali  affinnante,  et  particulari  ne* 
gaote  solum,  sed  in  omnibus  potius  pro* 
positionibus  locum  habere  . . . e.g.^ 
Quoddam  animal  nan  est  fpuidrupen, 
ergo,  NhUu€  quadrujyfA  e4t  animal  qvod^ 
dam.*'  See  the  criticism  of  the  doc- 
trine of  Titius  by  Ridiger,  quoted  be- 
loWj  p.  318.  Ploucqnet,  MethoduaCal- 
eudandi  in  LogicU^  p.  49  (1763) : **  In- 
tellectio  idenOtaiU  subjectiet  pnedicati 
est  affirmatio.  . . . OmnU  circulns 

est  linea  curva.  Quae  propositio  logice 
expressa  biec  est: — OmnU  circultu  est 
qucedam  tinea  curva.  Quo  pacto  id, 
quod  intelligitur  in  praedicato  identifi- 
catur  cum  eo  quod  intelligitur  in  sub- 
jecto.  Sive  norim,  sive  non  norim 


pneter  circulum  dari  quoquo  alias  cnr- 
varum  species,  verum  tamen  est  quon- 
dam lineam  curvam  sensn  co^nprekensivo 
Bumtam,  case  omnem  circulum,  seu  om- 
fir  m circulum  esse  quaudam  lineam  cur- 
vam.”  Vallius,  1.  c.  “ Negativie  vero 
convertuntur  et  in  partictilares  et  in 
nniversales  negativas;  ut  si  dicamus, 
Sftcrates  non  est  lapis,  convertens  illius 
erit,  Aliquis  lapis  non  est  Socrates,  et 
NuUus  lapis  est  Socrates,  et  idem  di- 
cendum  erit  de  omni  alia  simili  propo- 
sitione.” — Ed.] 

[That  Universal  Affirmative  Proposi- 
tions may  be  converted  simply,  if  their 
predicates  are  reciprocating,  see  Cor- 
vinus,  Instit.  Phil.  Pat.,  § 514,  (leme, 
1742).  Baumgarten,  Logica,  § 280, 
(1765).  Scotns,  In  An,  Pr,,  L.  i.  qu. 
14.  Ulrich,  Instit.  Log.  et  Met.,  § t 
2,  177,  (1785).  Kreil.  Logii,  §§  46, 62, 
(1789).  Isendoom,  Logica  Peripateti- 
ca,  L.  iii.  c.  8,  pp.  430,  431.  Wallis, 
Logica,  L.  ii  c.  7.  Zabarella,  In. 
Atu  Prior.  Tabulm,  p 148.  Lambert, 
De  Univtraaliori  Calculi  Idea,  § 24  et 

*7] 
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9°,  That  the  majority  of  logicians  resorted  to  Contraposition, 
(which  is  not  a conversion  at  all) ; some  of  them,  however,  as 
Buigersdyk,  admitting  that  certain  moods  still  remained  obsti- 
nately inconvertible. 

10°,  That  they  thus  introduced  a form  which  was  at  best  in- 
direct, vague,  and  useless,  in  fact  not  a conversion  at  all. 

11°,  Tliat  even  admitting  that  all  the  moods  were  convertible 
by  one  or  other  of  the  three  forms,  the  same  mood  was  conver- 
tible by  more  than  one. 

12°,  That  all  tliis  mass  of  error  and  confusion  was  from  their 
overlooking  the  necessity  of  one  simple  and  direct  mode  of  con- 
version ; missing  the  one  straight  i-oad. 


We  have  shown  that  a judgment  (or  proposition)  is  only  a 
comparison  resulting  in  a congruence,  an  equation,  or  non-equa- 
tion of  two  notions  in  the  quantity  of  Extension ; and  that  these 
compared  notions  may  stand  to  each  other,  as  the  one  subject 
and  the  other  predicate,  as  both  the  subject,  or  as  both  the  pre- 
dicate of  the  judgment.  If  this  be  true,  the  transposition  of  the 
terms  of  a proposition  sinks  in  a very  easy  and  a very  simple 
process;  whilst  the  whole  doctrine  of  logical  Conversion  is 
superseded  as  operose  and  imperfect,  as  useless  and  erroneous. 
The  systems,  new  and  old,  must  stand  or  fall  with  their  doctrines 
of  the  Conversion  of  propositions. 

Thus,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  logicians,  conversion 
applies  only  to  the  naked  terms  themselves : — the  subject  and 
predicate  of  the  prejacent  interchange  places,  but  the  quantity 
by  which  each  was  therein  affected  is  excluded  from  the  move- 
ment ; remaining  to  affect  its  correlative  in  the  subjacent  pro- 
position. This  is  altogether  erroneous.  In  conversion  we 
transpose  the  compared  notions, — the  correlated  terms.  If  we 
do  not,  eversion,  not  conversion,  is  the  result 


If,  (as  the  Logicians  suppose),  in  the  convertens  the  subject 
and  predicate  took  each  other’s  quantity,  the  proposition  would 
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be  not  the  same  relation  of  the  same  notions.  It  makes  no 
difference  that  the  converse  only  takes  place  when  the  subject 
chances  to  have  an  equal  amount  or  a less  than  the  predicate. 
There  must  be  at  any  rate  a reasoning,  (concealed  indeed),  to 
warrant  it : in  the  former  case — that  the  predicate  is  entitled  to 
take  all  the  quantity  of  the  subject,  being  itself  of  equivalent 
amount ; in  the  second,  (a  reasoning  of  subaltemation),  that  it  is 
entitled  to  take  the  quantity  of  the  subject,  being  less  than  its 
own.  AU  this  is  false.  Subject  and  predicate  have  a right  to 
their  own,  and  only  to  their  own,  which  they  carry  with  them, 
when  they  become  each  other. 


(d)— APPLICATION  OF  DOCTEINE  OF  QUANTIFIED 
PREDICATE  TO  PROPOSITIONS. 


(1.)  New  Pbopositional  Forms— Notation. 

Instead  of  four  species  of  Proposition  determined  by  the  X^an- 
tity  and  Quality  taken  together,  the  Quantity  of  the  Subject 
being  alone  considered,  there  are  double  that  number,  the  Quan- 
tity of  the  Predicate  being  also  taken  into  account. 


Affirmative. 

(1)  [AfA]  C: 
(ii)[AfI]  C: 

(3)  [If A]  A, 
(iv)[lfl]  C,. 


: r All  Triangle  is  all  Trilateral  [fig.  1], 
, A All  Triangle  is  some  Figure  (A) 
[fig-  2]. 

: C Some  figure  is  all  Triangle  [fig.  2]. 

, B Some  Triangle  is  some  Equilateral 
(I)  [fig.  4]. 
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Nuy  alive. 

(v)  [E  u E]  C : ■_4 — : D Any  Triangle  is  not  any  Square  (E) 

(A)  (A)  [fig.  3]. 

(6)  [E  n 0]  C : ■»!"  , B Any  Triangle  is  not  some  Equilateral 

(A)  (I)  [fig.  4]. 

(vii)  [0  n E]  B , "■!  : C Some  Equilateral  is  not  any  Triangle 

(I)  (A)  (0)  [fig.  4]. 

(8)  [0  n 0]  C , ■■I  , B Some  Triangle  is  not  some  Equila- 


(I)  (I) 

a [In  this  table  the  Roman  numerals 
distingniah  each  propositional  forms  as 
are  recognised  in  the  Aristotelio  or 
common  doctrine,  whereas  the  Arabic 
ciphers  mark  those  (half  of  the  whole) 
which  I think  ought  likewise  to  be 
recognised.  In  the  literal  symbols,  I 
simplify  and  disintricate  the  scholastic 
notation ; taking  A and  I for  nnirersal 
and  particular,  but,  extending  them  to 
either  quality,  marking  affirmation  by 
f,  negation  by  n,  the  two  first  conson- 
ants of  the  verbs  affimno  and  nego, — 
verbs  from  which  I have  no  donbt  that 
Petrus  Hispanna  drew,  respectively, 
the  two  first  vowels,  to  denote  his  four 
complications  of  quantity  and  quality.] 
— DUciusiom,  p.  686. 

[In  the  notation  employed  above,  the 
comma  (,)  denotes  some ; the  colon  (:) 
all,  any;  the  line  — — denotes  the  affir- 
mative copnla,  and  negation  is  ex- 
pressed by  drawing  a line  through  the 
affirmative  copnla  ; the  thick  end 
of  the  line  denotes  the  subject,  the 
thin  end  the  predicate,  of  Extension. 
In  Intension  the  thin  end  denotes  the 
subject,  the  thick  end  the  predicate. 
Thus C : " , A is  read,  All  C it 

tome  A.  C : — : D is  read,  A’o  C 

it  any  D.  The  Table  given  in  the  text 
is  from  a copy  of  an  early  scheme  of 
the  Author’s  new  ProjHMitional  Forms. 
For  some  time  after  his  discovery  of 


teral  [fig.  4].“ 

the  doctrine  of  a quantified  predicate. 
Sir  W.  Hamilton  seems  to  have  used 
the  vowels  K and  0 in  the  formula  of 
Negative  Propositions ; and  the  full 
period  (.)  as  the  symbol  of  tome  (inde- 
finite quantity).  In  the  college  session 
of  1845-46,  be  had  adopted  the  comma 
(,)  as  the  symbol  of  indefinite  quantity. 
As  the  period  appears  in  the  original 
copy  of  this  table  as  the  symbol  of 
tome,  its  date  cannot  be  later  than 
1845.  The  comma  (,)  has  been  sub- 
stituted by  the  Editors,  to  adapt  the 
table  to  the  Author’s  latest  form  of 
notation.  The  translation  of  its  sym- 
bols into  concrete  propositions,  affords 
decisive  evidence  of  the  meaning  which 
the  Author  attached  to  them  on  the 
new  doctrine.  That  this,  moreover, 
was  the  uniform  im{>ort  of  Sir  W. 
Hamilton’s  propositional  notation,  from 
the  ekriiest  development  of  the  theory 
of  a quantified  predicate,  is  placed  be- 
yond donbt  by  numerous  passages  in 
papers  (not  printed),  and  by  marginal 
notes  on  books,  written  at  various  pe- 
riods between  1839-40,  and  the  date  of 
his  illness,  July  1844,  when  he  was 
compelled  to  employ  an  amanuensis. 
The  letters  in  round  brackets,  (A)  and 
(I),  are  the  vowels  finally  adopted  by 
the  Author,  in  place  of  £ and  0.  See 
below,  p.  287. — Eu.] 
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(2.)  QuANTii-Y  OF  Propositions — Definitude  and 
Indefinitude. 

Nothing  can  exceed  the  ambiguity,  vacillation,  and  uncertainty 
of  logicians  concerning  the  Quantity  of  Propositions. 

I.  As  regards  what  are  called  indefinite  (dSidptcrroi),  more  pro- 
perly indesignate  or  jncindesignate,  propositions.  Tlie  absence  of 
overt  quantification  applies  only  to  the  subject ; for  the  predicate 
was  supposed  always  in  affirmatives  to  be  particular,  in  negatives 
to  be  universal.  Keferring,  therefore,  only  to  the  indesignation  of 
the  subject; — indefinites  were  by  some  logicians  (as  the  Greek 
commentators  on  Aristotle  (?),  Apuleius  apud  Waitz,  In  Org.  i.  p. 
338,  but  see  Wegelin,  In  Aneponymi  Phil.  Syn.,  p.  588),  made 
tantamount  to  particulars:  by  others,  (as  Valla,  Dicdectica,  L. 
ii.  c.  24,  £ 37),  made  tantamount  to  universals.  They  ought  to 
have  been  considered  as  merely  elliptical,  and  to  be  definitely 
referable  either  to  particulars  or  universals.® 

II.  A remarkable  uncertainty  prevails  in  regard  to  the  meaning 
of  particularity  and  its  signs, — some,  &c.  Here  some  may  mean 
some  only — some,  not  all.  . Here  some,  though  always  in  a certain 
degree  indefinite,  is  definite  so  far  as  it  excludes  omnitude, — is 
used  in  opposition  to  all.  This  I would  call  its  Semi-definite 
meaning.  On  the  other  hand,  some  may  mean  some  at  least, — 


a [Th&t  indefinite  propoaitions  are 
to  be  referred  to  nniverasls,  see  Pnr- 
obot,  Tiutit.  Phil.  Logica,  L { ii.  c.  2, 
pp.  124,  126, 126.  Kottenbeccins,  Lo- 
gica Contracta,  c.  vi.  p.  92,  (1560). 
Baomeiater,  hut.  Phil.  RaL,  g 213. 
J.  C.  Scaliger,  ExereUationes,  Ex.  212, 
$ 2.  Drobiach,  Logik,  g 39.  Neoma- 
gna,  Ad  TrapexutUium,  t 10.  To  be 
referred  to  particolar ; ace  Loranienaea, 
Com.  inArist.  Dial.,  p.  I6I.  Molinse- 
iia,  Elementa  Logica,  L.  L c.  2.  Alex. 
Aphrod,  In  An.  Prior.,  o.  ii.  p.  19. 
Denzinger,  Logica,  g 71.  Either  ani> 
Teraal  or  particnlar,  Keckermann, 
Opera,  p.  220.  Ariatotle  doobta  ; aee 
An.  Prior.,  L.  L a 27,  g 7,  and  Dt 
Interp.,  o.  7. 

That  Indefinitnde  ia  no  acporate 


apeciea  of  qnantity,  aee  Scheibler, 
Opera  Logica,  p.  iii  c.  6,  p.  443.  Ot»- 
oua  Anonymna,  De  SylJogiemo,  L.  i.  c. 
4,  f.  42.  Leibnitz,  Optra,  t.  iv.  p.  iii. 
p.  123.  Friea,  Syelem  drr  Logik,  g 30, 

р.  137.  Ramoa,  Sthol.  Died.,  L.  vii. 

с.  2,  p.  467.  Downam,  In  Rami  Dialect., 
L.  ii  c.  4,  p.  359.  Facciolati,  Rud.  Log., 
p.  ii  c.  iii.,  p.  67.  Delarivitre,  Eou- 
velle  Logique  Clauique,  L.  ii.  a.  ii  c. 
3,  a.  580,  p.  3.34 

That  Indefinitude  haa  aometimea  a 
logical  import,  when  we  do  not  know 
whether  all,  or  tovu,  of  the  one  be  to 
be  affirmed  or  denied  of  the  other.  E. 
Beinhold,  Logik,  g 88,  Anm.  2,  pp. 
193, 194  Ploncqnet,  Methodtu  Calcu- 
tandi,  pp.  48,  63,  ed.  1773.  Lambert, 
Ecues  Organon,  I.,  g 235,  p.  143.] 
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some,  perhaps  all.  In  this  signification  some  is  thoroughly  inde- 
finite, as  it  does  not  exclude  omnitude  or  totality.  This  mean- 
ing I would  caU  the  Indefinite. 

Now  of  these  two  meanings  there  is  no  doubt  that  Aristotle 
used  particularity  only  in  the  second,  or  thoroughly  Indefinite, 
meaning.  For  1°,  He  does  not  recognise  the  incompossibUity  of 
the  superordinate  and  subordinate.  2°,  He  makes  all  and  ov 
wa?  or  particular  negative  to  be  contradictories  ; that  is,  one 
necessarily  true,  the  other  necessarily  false.  But  this  is  not  the 
case  in  the  Semi-definite  meaning.  The  same  holds  good  in  the 
universal  n^ative,  and  particular  affirmative. 

The  particularity, — the  some, — is  held  to  be  a definite  some 
when  the  other  term  is  definite,  as  in  ii  and  3,  in  6 and  viL  On 
the  other  hand,  when  both  terms  are  indefinite  or  particular,  as 
in  iv  and  8,  the  some  of  each  is  left  wholly  indefinite. 


The  quantification  of  definUvde  or  rum-particularity  (;)  may 
designate  ambiguously  or  indifferently  one  or  other  of  three  con- 
cepts. 1°,  It  may  designate  explicit  omnitude  or  totality;  which, 
when  expressed  articulately,  may  be  denoted  by  (: :).  Thus — AU 
triangles  are  all  trilaterals.  2°,  It  may  designate  a class  con- 
sidered as  undivided,  though  not  positively  thought  as  taken  in 
its  whole  extent ; and  this  may  be  articulately  denoted  by  (: .). 
Thus — The  triangle  is  the  trilateral ; — The  dog  is  the  latrant. — 
(Here  note  the  use  of  the  definite  article  in  English,  Greek, 
French,  German,®  &c.)  3°,  It  may  designate  not  what  is  merely 


a [On  effect  of  the  definite  article 
and  ite  abeenoe  in  different  languages, 
in  reducing  the  definite  to  the  indefi- 
nite, see  Delariviire,  Logiijw,  {§  580, 
581. 

On  the  Greek  article,  see  Anunonius, 
In  Dt  Interp.,  c.  viL  t 67  b. 

On  use  of  the  article  in  quantifica- 
tion, see  Averroes,  De  Interp.,  p.  39, 
ed.  1552 : “ Al  in  the  Arabic  tongue, 
and  Ua  in  the  Hebrew,  and  in  like 
manner  the  articles  in  other  languages, 
sometimes  have  the  power  of  universal 
predesignationa,  sometimes  of  particu- 
lar. If  the  former,  then  they  luve  the 


force  of  contraries;  if  the  latter,  then 
the  force  of  sub-contraries.  For  it  is 
true  to  say,  al,  that  is,  ipte  homo  is 
white,  and  al,  that  is,  ipse  homo  is  not 
white  ; that  is,  when  the  article  al  or 
ha,  that  is,  ipee,  denotes  the  designa- 
tion of  particularity.  They  may,  how- 
ever, be  at  once  false,  when  the  article 
al  or  ha  has  the  force  of  the  universal 
predesignation.  ” (See  also  p.  52  of  the 
same  book. ) 

In  English  the  definite  article  always 
defines, — renders  definite, — but  some- 
times individtudises,  and  sometimes 
generalises.  If  we  would  use  man 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


APPKNDIX. 


283 


undivided,  though  divisible, — a class,  but  what  is  indivisible, — 
an  individual ; and  this  may  be  marked  by  the  small  letter  or 
by  (:•).  Thus — Socrates  « the  husband  of  Xanthippe; — This 
horse  is  Bucephalus. 

In  like  manner  particularity  or  indefinitude  (,),  when  we  wish 
to  mark  it  as  thoroughly  indefinite,  may  be  designated  by  (“,), 
whereas  when  we  would  mark  it  as  definitely  indefinite,  as  ex- 
cluding all  or  not  any,  may  be  marked  by  (”). 

The  indefinites  (dopurra)  of  Aristotle  correspond  sometimes 
to  the  particular,  sometimes  to  one  or  other,  of  the  two  kinds 
of  universals.® 


The  designation  of  indefinitude  or  particularity,  some  ( , or  , ) 
may  mean  one  or  other  of  two  very  different  things. 

1°,  It  may  mean  some  and  some  only,  being  neither  all  nor  none, 
and,  in  this  sense,  it  will  be  both  affirmative  and  negative,  ( , , ). 

2°,  It  may  mean,  negatively,  Twt  all,  perhaps  none, — some  at 
most ; affirmatively,  not  none,  perhaps  all, — some  at  least,  ( , , )./S 
Aristotle  and  the  logicians  contemplate  only  the  second  mean- 


generally,  we  mnat  not  prefix  the  nrti- 
ole,  ae  in  Greek,  German,  French,  &c., 
BO  wtaUh,  government,  he.  But  in  de- 
finition of  tii/rse,  &c.,  the  reverse,  as 
the  dog,  (le  ehien,  6 ic6tr.  See.)  A in 
English  ia  often  equivalent  to  any.] 
a [Logicans  who  have  marked  the 
Quantities  by  D^nite,  Indefinite, 
Aristotle,  An.  Pr.,  L.  L c.  iv.  {21, 
and  there  Alexander,  Pacina  Theo- 
phrastus, (Facciolati,  StuL  Log.,  p.  i. 
c.  4,  p.  39. ) Ammonias,  In  De  Inter. , 
1.  72  b.  (Brandis,  Scholia,  p.  113.) 
Stoics  and  Non-peripatetic  Logicians 
in  general,  see  Sext.  Empiricus,  Adv. 
Log.,  { 98  eeq.,  p.  476,  ed.  Fabricii ; 
Diog.  Laert. , lib.  vii.  seg.  71,  utrilLe- 
nagiua.  Downam,  In  Sami  Dialecti- 
cam,  L.  ii  c.  4,  p.  363,  notices  that  a 
particular  proposition  “ was  called  by 
the  Stoics  indefinite,  {iifumr) ; by 
some  Latins,  and  sometimes  by  Ramus 
himself,  itfinite;  because  it  does  not  de- 
signate some  certain  species,  but  leaves 
it  uncertain  and  indefinite.  ” Hurtado 


de  Mendoza,  Ditp.  Log.  ei  Met.,  disp. 
iv.  g 2,  t.  i.  p.  114.  Lovanienses, 
In  Ariel.  Dial.,  p.  161.  Hollmann,  Lo- 
gica,  p.  173.  Boethius,  Opera,  p.  345. 
Beusch,  Sget  Log.,  p.  424.  Baser,  Lo- 
gik,  { 68.  Weiss,  Logik,  §|  149,  150. 
So  Kiesewetter,  Logik,  ^ 102,  103.] 

3 The  indefinite  some  at  least  is  here 
and  elsewhere  very  clearly  stated  by 
the  Author  to  mean,  in  aflfirmatives, 
some,  perhaps  all ; in  negatives,  tome, 
poteihlg  none.  Some  at  least  are,  per- 
haps all  are  ; Some  at  least  are  not,  pos- 
sibly none  are.  These  meanings  are 
stated  and  distinguished  with  the 
greatest  clearness  in  the  text  and  foot- 
note to  the  Discussions,  p.  690,  2d 
edition.  By  an  extraordinary  mis- 
conception, however,  of  the  Author's 
meaning  in  that  passage,  the  expres- 
sion “some  at  least,  possibly,  therefore, 
all  or  none,"  has  been  understood  as 
implying  that  some  at  least  in  affirma- 
tive  propositions  may  include  “ possi- 
bly none.” — Ed. 
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ing.  The  reason  of  this  perhaps  is,  that  this  distinction  only 
emerges  in  the  consideration  of  Opposition  and  Immediate  Infer- 
ence. which  were  less  elaborated  in  the  former  theories  of  Logic ; 
and  does  not  obtrude  itself  in  the  consideration  of  Mediate  Infer- 
ence, which  is  there  principally  developed.®  On  the  doctrine  of 
the  logicians,  there  is  no  opposition  of  subalteniation ; and  by 
Aristotle  no  opposition  of  subaltemation  is  mentioned.  By 
other  logicians  it  was  erroneously  introduced.  The  opposition 
of  Sub-contmries  is,  likewise,  improper,  being  precarious  and  not 
between  the  same  things.  Aristotle,  though  he  enumerates  this 
opposition,  was  quite  aware  of  its  impropriety,  and  declares  it  to 
be  merely  verbal,  not  real.^ 

By  the  introduction  of  the  first  meaning  of  some,  we  obtain  a 
veritable  opposition  in  Subalternation ; and  an  inference  in  Sub- 
contrariety,  which  I would  call  integratkm. 


(3.)  Opposition  of  Propositions. 


Propositions  may  be  considered  under  two  views ; according  as 
their  particularity,  or  indefinitude,  is  supposed  to  be  thoroughly 
indefinite,  unexclilsive  even  of  the  definite  ; some,  meaning  some 
at  least, — sonu,  perhaps  all, — some,  perhaps  not  any  ; or  definite 
indefinitude,  and  so  exclusive  of  the  definite  ; some,  meaning  so7>ie 
at  most, — some  only, — some  not  all,  &c.  The  latter  thus  excludes 
omnitude  or  totality,  positive  or  negative  ; the  former  does  not. 
The  former  is  the  view  promulgated  as  alone  contemplated  by 


a The  distinction  between  the  more 
and  less  definite  senses  of  some  {sorne 
onfy  and  some  al  Uast)  docs  not  obtrude 
itself  so  as  to  be  available  for  mediate 
or  syllogistic  inference.  Inotherwords, 
a more  definite  sense  given  to  some  in 
the  premise  of  a syllogism  will  not 
warrant  a corresponding  definiteness 
in  the  conclusion ; but  the  latter  re- 
mains just  the  same  as  if  the  nome  of 
the  premise  were  thoroughly  indefinite. 
If,  e,  in  a syllogism  in  Darii,  we  give 
a more  definite  meaning  to  some  in  the 
minor  premise,  **A11  B is  C;  some 
(and  some  only)  A is  B we  cannot 
infer,  **Sorae  (and  some  only)  A is 
C;”  but  only  “some  A is  0 just 


as  if  the  premise  were  thoroughly  in- 
definite. 

That  this  is  obviously  Sir  W.  Hamil- 
ton’s meaning  may  be  seen  by  compar- 
ing Postulates  II.,  III.,  and  IV.,  p, 
255.  Indeed,  no  explanation  would 
have  been  thought  necessary,  had  not 
a misapprehension  of  the  Author’s  lan- 
guage, as  stated  without  comment  in 
the  first  edition,  given  rise  to  some 
captious  and  wholly  groimdless  criti- 
cisms of  his  theory  as  a whole. — £i>. 

On  both  forms  of  Opposition,  bm 
Scheibler  [Ojtera  Logiea,  § iii.,  de  Pro* 
posUionilmSf  c.  xi.  p.  467,  and  above, 
vol.  L p.  263.-  Kd.] 
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Aristotle ; and  has  been  inherited  from  him  by  the  Logicians, 
without  thought  of  increase  or  of  change.  The  latter  is  the  view 
which  I would  introduce;  and,  though  it  may  not  supersede, 
ought,  I think,  to  have  been  placed  alongside  of  the  other. 

Causes  of  the  introduction  of  the  Aristotelic  system  alone : — 

1°,  To  allow  a harmony  of  Logic  with  common  language ; for 
language  eliding  all  that  is  not  of  immediate  interest,  and  the 
determination  of  the  subject-notion  being  generally  that  alone 
intended,  the  predicate  is  only  considered  in  so  far  as  it  is  thought 
to  cover  the  subject,  that  is,  to  be  at  least  coextensive  with  it. 
But  if  we  should  convert  the  terms,  the  inadequacy  would  be 
brought  to  light. 

2°,  A great  number  of  notions  are  used  principally,  if  not  exclu- 
sively, as  attributes,  and  not  as  subjects.  Men  are,  consequently, 
very  commonly  ignorant  of  the  proportion  of  the  extension  be- 
tween the  subjects  and  predicates,  which  they  are  in  the  habit  of 
combining  into  propositions. 

3°,  In  regard  to  negatives,  men  naturally  preferred  to  attribute 
positively  a part  of  one  notion  to  another,  than  to  deny  a part. 
Hence  the  unfrequency  of  negatives  with  a particular  predicate. 


On  the  doctrine  of  Semi-definite  Particularity,  I would  thus 
evolve  the  Opposition  or  Incom possibility  of  propositions,  neglect- 
ing or  throwing  aside  (with  Aristotle)  those  of  Subalternation 
and  Sub-contrariety,  but  introducing  that  of  Incomistcney. 

Incompossibility  is  either  of  propositions  of  the  same,  or  of  dif- 
ferent, quality.  Incompossible  propositions  differing  in  quality 
are  either  Contradictories  without  a mean, — no  third, — that  is,  if 
one  be  true  the  other  must  be  false,  and  if  one  be  false  the  other 
must  be  true ; or  Contraries  with  a mean, — a third, — that  is,  both 
may  be  false,  but  both  cannot  be  true.  Incompossible  propositions 
of  the  same  quality  are  Inconsistents,  and,  like  Contraries,  they 
have  a mean,  that  is,  both  may  be  false,  but  both  cannot  be  true. 

Contradieiories  are  either  simple  or  complex.  Tlie  simple  are 
either,  1°,  Of  Universals,  as  undivided  wholes ; or,  2'’,  of  Indi- 
viduals, as  indivisible  parts.®  The  complex  are  of  universals 
divided,  as  4 — 5. 


a General  terms,  used  as  individual 
terms,  when  opposed  to  each  other, 
may  be  contradictories,  os  Man  is 


mortal,  Man  is  not  mortal,  So  that 
there  are  three  kinds  of  contradic- 
tories. 
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Contraries,  again,  which  are  only  of  divided  universals,  are 
1“,  Bilateral,  as  1 — 5 ; or,  2°,  Unilateitd,  as  1 — 6,  1 — 7,  2 — 5, 
3 — 5 ; or,  3°,  Cross,  as  2 — 7,  3—6. 

Inconsistcnta  are  either,  1%  Affirmatives;  or,  2°,  Negatives. 
Affirmatives,  as  1 — 2,  1 — 3,  2 — 3.  Negatives,  as  5 — 6,  5 — 7. 
The  propositions  6 — 7 are  sometimes  Inconsistents,  sometimes 
Consistents. 

All  the  other  propositional  forms,  whether  of  the  same  or  of 
different  qualities,  are  Compossible  or  Unopposed. 

The  differences  in  Compossibility  of  the  two  schemes  of  inde- 
finite and  definite  particidarity  lies,  1°,  in  the  whole  Inconsist- 
ents ; 2°,  in  two  Contraries  for  Contradictories.  1°,  According 
to  the  former,  all  affirmative  and  all  negative  propositions  are 
consistent,  whereas  in  the  latter  these  are  inconsistent,  1 — 2, 
1 — 3,  2 — 3 among  the  affirmatives ; and  among  the  negatives, 
6 — 6,  5 — 7.  (As  said  before,  6 — 7 is  in  both  schemes  sometimes 
compossible,  and  sometimes  incompossible).  2°,  Two  incompos- 
sibles,  to  wit,  2 — 7,  3 — 6,  which,  on  the  Aristotelic  doctrine,  are 
Contradictories,  are  in  mine  Contraries. 

The  propositional  form  4 is  consistent  with  all  the  affirmatives; 
8 is  not  only  consistent  with  all  the  negatives,  but  is  compossible 
with  every  other  form  in  universals.  It  is  useful  only  to  divide 
a class,  and  is  opposed  only  by  the  negation  of  divisibility. 

By  adopting  exclusively  the  indefinite  particularity,  logicians 
threw  away  some  important  Immediate  Inferences ; those,  to 
wit,  1°,  from  the  affirmation  of  one  some  to  the  negation  of  an- 
other, and  vice  versa ; and  2°,  from  the  affirmation  of  one  incon- 
sistent to  the  negation  of  another. 

1°,  Thus,  on  our  system,  but  not  on  theirs,  affirming  all  man 
to  be  some  animal,  we  have  a right  to  infer  that  no  man  is  some 
(other)  animal ; affirming  that  some  animal  is  all  man,  we  have 
a right  to  infer  that  some  (other)  animal  is  not  any  man ; affirm- 
ing some  men  are  some  blacks,  (Neyroes),  we  are  entitled  to  say 
that  (same)  some  men  are  not  some  (other)  blacks  (Hindoos),  and 
also  that  (other)  some  men  are  not  (the  same)  some  blacks.  And 
so  backwards  from  negation  to  affirmation.  This  inference  I 
would  call  that  of  [Integration], 
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2°,  Affirming  all  men  are  some  animals,  we  are  entitled  to  infer 
the  denial  of  the  propositions,  all  men  are  all  animals,  some  men 
are  all  animals.  And  so  in  the  negative  inconsistents. 

Affirmatives. 

1 .)  Toto-total  = Afa  = All  — is  all  — . 

ii.)  Toto-partial  = Afi  = All  — is  some  — . (A) 

3.)  Parti-total  = IFA  = Some  — is  all  — . 

iv.)  Parti-partial  = Ifi  = Some  — is  some  — . (I) 

Negatives. 

V.)  Toto-total  = Aha  = Any  — is  not  any  — . (E) 

6.)  Toto-partial  — Ahi  = Any  — is  not  some  — . 

vii.)  Parti-total  = INA  = Some  — is  not  any  — , (0) 

8.)  Parti-partial  = Ihi  = Some  — is  not  some — . 


Digitized  by  Google 


288 


APPENDIX. 


TABLE  OF  THE  Mutual  Relations  op  the  Eight  Propositional  Forms 
ON  Either  System  of  Particularity.  (For  Generals  only.) 
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Abbreviations  : — bL  = biUtUral ; cr.  = crou;  Contrar.  = Controriet ; dL  — dirid  i 
Incons.  = IncotuUlenU ; Int.  or  Intogr.  = InUgration ; Repugn.  = RfpugnanU,  Cotdra- 
diOoria  ; Res.  or  Restr.  = Rtalrtetion,  SuhalterMtioK4  un.  = «»t7arrroI,— Blanks : in  I. 
= CampouMa ; In  II.  = .V'o  it\feretut. — {Unilateral,  bilataral,  cron,  direct,  refer  to  the 
Extremos.)a 

The  preceding  Table  may  not  be  quite  accurate  in  detaila 


a The  terms  unilateral,  bilaleral,  direct, 
cron,  may  perhaps  need  a few  additional 
wordsof  explanation.  A relation,  whether 
of  incompossibility  or  of  inference,  between 


two  propositions,  is  unilateral  when  the 
two  propositions  are  equally  affected  by 
it  in  one  term,  and  unequally  in  the 
other ; thus  the  relation  between  A fa  and 
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(4.)  Note  Relative  to  Table  of  Mutual  Relations 
OF  Pkopositional  Fobms. 


Every  proposition  may  be  contradicted ; for  every  proposition 
is  either  true  or  false ; and  between  affirmation  and  negation  of 
the  same  there  is  no  medium.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that 
this  one  general  contradiction  should  be  supported  on  a single 
contradictory  alternative;  for  in  this  case,  on  my  system  of 
definite  particularity,  only  one  propositional  form — to  wit,  No.  iv., 
the  weakest  of  affirmatives,  and  between  which  and  absolute 
negation  there  is  no  medium — this  form  alone  can  be  contiudic- 
torily  denied,  to  wit,  by  No.  v.  To  show  how  each  propositional 
form  is  contradictorily  affirmed  and  denied,  take  the  following ; — 

No.  1.  Toto-total  affirmation. — All  triangles  (F)  are  all  triXaterals 
(C) ; — the  class  triangle  (F)  is  identical — convertible  with  the  class 
trilateral  (C).  “ This  is  true  ” — affirmation ; “ This  is  not  true  ” — 
negation  or  contradiction.  And  the  contradictory  negation  is  sup- 
ported if  any  one  of  the  five  following  cases  be  true : — 1°,  All  F is 
[only)  some  C;  2°,  [only)  some  F is  all  C — these  are  inconsistents ; 
3°,  noT  is  any  C\  rw  T is  some  C ; some  T is  no  C — these  are 
contraries. 

In  like  manner  the  other  forms  affirmative  and  negative. 

No.  8.  Parti-partial  negation. — Some  is  not  some — which  has 
been  wholly  neglected  by  logicians,  though  a most  useful  and 
important  form,  can  be  contradicted,  like  its  pendant  parti-partial 
affirmation,  only  on  a single  incompossible  case,  which,  as  having 


Ani  is  unilateral,  the  subject  in  each 
being  nniTersal,  and  therefore  affected 
in  its  whole  extent,  while  the  predicate 
is  universal  in  the  one  and  particular  in 
the  other.  When  both  terma  are  equal- 
ly affected,  being  equally  definite  or 
equally  indefinite,  the  relation  is  bila- 
teral and  direct as  in  Afa- Ana,  and 
Ifi-Ana.  When  the  amount  of  quan- 
tity is  equal  in  each  proposition  as  a 
whole,  but  unequal  in  the  separate 
terms,  greater  definiteness  of  subject 
in  the  one  being  balanced  by  greater 
definiteness  of  predicate  in  the  other 

VOL.  II. 


as  in  Afi-Inn,  the  relation  is  croes.  A 
cross  relation  is  necessarily  bilateraL 
In  a bilateral  direct  relation,  both 
propositions  remain  the  same  after 
simple  conversion.  In  a bilateral  cross 
relation,  both  are  reversed ; thus  Afi- 
Ina  becomes  Ifa-Ani.  In  an  unilateral 
relation,  one  projxisition  remains  the 
same,  and  the  other  is  reversed;  thus 
Afa-Ani  becomes  Afa-Ina.  This  ex- 
planation seems  to  suit  all  the  coses  in 
the  Table,  except  the  fourth  (Afi-Ifa) 
where  an  is  probably  an  erratum  for 
W. — Ed. 

T 
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no  medium,  is  itself  a contradictory.  This  form  is  necessarily 
supposed  in  the  division  of  a whole  of  any  kind ; for  the  division 
itself  is  virtually  the  declaration,  som«  is  not  soine.  Now  it  is 
evident  that,  applied  to  aught  divisible,  be  it  a universal  whole  or 
aught  divisible,this  proposition  is  not  incompatible  with  any  of  the 
other  seven  propositions.  We  can  say  somo  A is  not  some  A if 
A be  divisible ; and  the  only  possible  way  of  contradicting  is  the 
following ; — This  proposition  is  not  true  ; for  A is  indivisible ; 
has  no  parts — no  some  and  some.  Thus,  when  I say,  Some  of 
the  individual  Socrates  is  not  some  of  the  individual  Socrates 
(mens  cujusque,  dkc.) ; some  of  an  atom  is  not  some  of  an  atom — 
1 assert  Socrates  and  an  atom  to  be  divisible,  and  the  assertion 
can  only  be  contradicted  by  declaring  it  false,  from  the  indivisi- 
bility of  one  and  other. 

Examples  of  1 and  8. 

“ My  mind  is  myself ; ” “ Some  of  my  mind  is  not  some  of  myself” 

This  bad  in  universal  whole  and  any  other  wholes. 

Remarks  on  Propositional  Form  8. — An  individual  subject 
and  individual  predicate  form  a proposition  in  which  the  indi- 
visible subject  is  indivisibly  determined  by  the  indivisible  predi- 
cate ; — they  are  both  declared  one  and  the  same  with  each  other, 
and  this  as  indivisibles.  They  can  only,  therefore,  be  properly 
contradicted  by  No.  5.  No.  8 contradicts  the  hypothesis  of  indi- 
visibility on  which  the  proposition  proceeds ; it,  therefore,  anni- 
hilates it  beforehand,  and  does  not  contradict  it  on  the  hypothesis 
admitted. 


(«)— SYLLOGISMS.- 

Observations  on  the  Mutual  Kelation  of  Syllogistic 
Terms  in  Quantity  and  Quality. 

General  Canon. — What  worst  relation  of  svbject  and  predicate, 
svisists  betiQeen  either  of  two  terms  and  a common  third  term, 
with  which  one,  at  least,  ts  positivdy  rtlaied;  that  rdatian 
subsists  between  the  two  terms  themselves. 

a In  the  pai>ers  under  the  headingi  sign  of  particularity  (some),  and  the 
(/<)  and  (d),  the  two  senses  of  the  logical  limitations  under  which  the  Author 
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There  are  only  three  possible  relations  of  Terms,  (notions,  re- 
presentations, presentations). 

1°,  The  relation  of  Toto-total  Cmndusion,  (coidentity,  abso- 
lute convertibility  or  reciprocation)  (AfA.). 

2°,  The  relation  of  Toto-total  CoexdusUm,  (non-identity,  abso- 
lute inconvertibility  or  non-reciprocation)  (AnA). 

3°,  The  relation  of  Incomplete  Coindusion,  which  involves  the 
counter-relation  of  Incomplete  Coexclucion,  (partial  identity,  and 
non-identity,  relative  convertibility  and  non-convertibility,  reci- 
procation, and  non-reciprocation).  This  is  of  various  orders  and 
degrees. 

a)  Where  the  whole  of  one  term  and  the  part  of  another  are 
coinclusive  or  coidentical  (Afl).  This  I call  the  relation  of 
toto-partial  coinclusion,  as  All  men  are  some  animals.  This 
necessarily  involves  the  counter-relation  of  toto-partial  coexdusion 
(AnI),  as  Any  man  is  not  some  animal.  But  the  converse  of 
this  affirmative  and  negative  affords  the  relations  of 


propones  to  employ  them  are  clearly 
indicated, — see  references  in  note  n, 
p.  284.  As,  however.  Sir  W.  Hamil- 
ton’s application  of  the  definite  mean- 
ing of  some  has  been  entirely  misrepre- 
mnted,  and  as  this  misrepresentation  has 
been  founded  mainly  on  the  place  which 
this  paper  («)  occupies  in  the  order  of 
the  Appendix,  it  may  be  proper  to 
state,  that  though  its  date  cannot  be 
precisely  given,  it  was  written  many 
years  before  the  preceding  papers 
marked  (6),  (d),  (2),  (3),(4).  It  is,  in  fact, 
as  stated  in  the  first  edition  of  these 
Lectures,  at  p.  474,  an  early  draft  of 
the  order  of  moods  printed  at  the  end 
of  this  volume.  It  was  in  existence  in 
1846-46,  being  given  in  the  class  teach- 
ing of  that  year,  and  certainly  some 
years  previously.  The  order  of  the 
moods  which  it  contaiiu  had  evidently 
been  changed  before  1849,  when  the 
new  order  was  published  in  the  second 
edition  of  Archbishop  Thomson’s  Out- 
line  qf  the  Laws  of  Thought.  The 
papers  under  the  headings  (6)  and  (d ), 
(2),  (3),  (4),  though  referring  to  Proposi- 
tions, and  for  convenience  placed  before 
the  paper  on  Syllogisms,  caimot,  accord- 


ingly, be  regarded  as  even  introductory 
to  paper  (e)  on  Syllogisms,  far  lees  as 
warranting  the  attribution  to  the  Au- 
thor of  a novel  and  special  meaning  of 
some  in  syllogistic  reasoning.  See  above, 
p.  284,  note  a.  This  latter  paper,  and 
the  matured  Table  of  Moods  given  at 
the  end  of  this  volume,  are  obviously 
to  be  viewed  in  connection  with  paper 
(a).  Extract  from  Prospectus  qf  Essay 
towanis  a New  AnaXyUe  qf  Logical 
Forms,  p.  251,  in  which  Sir  W.  Ha- 
milton proposes  merely  to  introduce 
and  apply  the  principle  of  a quantified 
predicate  on  Aristotelic  principles,  and 
thus,  among  other  points,  to  amplify 
the  number  of  the  ordinary  logical 
moods  to  thirty-six.  The  Editors 
would  have  thought  it  wholly  unne- 
cessary to  say  anything  on  this  point, 
had  it  not  appeared  that  these  papers 
which  constitute  the  Appendix — which 
are  fragmentary,  and  of  various  dates — 
bare  been,  notwithstanding  what  was 
stated  in  the  Preface  to  the  first  edi- 
tion, most  unfairly  regarded  as  the 
parts  of  a logical  treatise  in  rigorous 
consecution. — Ei). 
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b)  Parti-total  Coindtision  (IfA),  and  Parti-total  Coexdusion 
(InA),  as  Some  animal  is  all  man.  Some  animal  is  not  any 
man. 

c)  There  is  still  a third  doable  relation  under  this  head,  when 
two  terms  partially  include  and  partially  exclude  each  other  (Ifl 
Ini),  as  Some  loomen  are  some  authors,  and  Some  vxrmen  are  not 
some  authors.  This  relation  I call  that  of  Parti-partial  Coinclu- 
sion, and  Parti-partial  Coexdusion. 

Of  these  three  general  relations,  the  first  is  [technically  styled] 
the  best ; the  second  is  the  worst ; and  the  third  is  intermediate. 

Former  logicians  knew  only  of  two  worse  relations, — a particu- 
lar, worse  than  a universal,  afiBnnative,  and  a negative  worse  than 
an  affirmative.  As  to  a better  and  worse  in  negatives,  they  knew 
nothing ; for  as  two  negative  premises  were  inadmissible,  they  had 
no  occasion  to  determine  which  of  two  negatives  was  the  worae  or 
better.  But  in  quantifying  the  predicate,  in  connecting  positive 
and  negative  moods,  and  in  generalising  a one  supreme  canon  of 
syllogism,  we  are  compelled  to  look  further,  to  consider  the  inverse 
procedures  of  afiBrmation  and  negation,  and  to  show  {e.g.  in  v.  a. 
and  vi  b.,  ix.  a and  x.  b)  how  the  latter,  by  reversing  the  former, 
and  taming  the  best  quantity  of  affirmation  into  the  worst  of 
negation,  annuls  all  restriction,  and  thus  apparently  varies  the 
quantity  of  the  conclusion.  It  thus  becomes  necessary  to  show 
the  whole  order  of  best  and  worst  quantification  throughout  the 
two  qualities,  and  how  affirmation  commences  with  the  whole  in 
Inclusion,  and  negation  with  the  parts  in  Exclusion.® 


— : Toto-total,  ] 

— , Toto-partial,  I 

— : Parti-total,  ( 

Parti-partial,  j 
Parti-partial,^ 
Parti-total,  ’ 


Identity  or  Coinclusion. 


Toto-partial,  Non-identity  or  Coexclusion. 
Toto-totaL  ' 

As  the  negation  always  reduces  the  best  to  the  worst  relation, 
in  the  intermediate  relations  determining  only  a commutation  from 
equal  to  equal,  whilst  in  both,  the  symbols  of  quantity,  in  their  in- 
verse signification,  remain  externally  the  same ; it  is  evident,  that 
> See  Magentinui,  (in  Brandio,  Seholin,  p.  113,  and  there  the  Platonica.) 
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the  quantification  of  the  chnclusion  will  rarely  he  apparently 
difierent  in  the  negative,  from  what  it  is  in  the  corresponding 
positive,  mood.  There  are,  indeed,  only  four  differences  to  be 
found  in  the  negative  from  the  positive  conclusions,  and  these  all 
proceed  on  the  same  principle ; vis.  in  v.  a.  and  vi.  b.,  in  ix.  a. 
and  X.  b.  Here  the  particular  quantification  of  the  positive  con- 
clusions disappears  in  the  negative  moods.  But  this  is  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  general  canon  of  syllogism, — " that  the  worst  relation 
subsisting  between  either  extreme  and  the  middle,  should  sub- 
sist between  the  extremes  themselves.”  For  what  was  the  best 
relation  in  the  former,  becomes  the  worst  in  the  latter ; and  as 
aflSrmation  comes  in  from  the  greatest  whole,  whilst  negation 
goes  out  from  the  least  part,  so,  in  point  of  fact,  the  some  of  the 
one  may  become  the  not  any  of  the  other.  There  is  here,  therefore, 
manifestly  no  exception.  On  the  contrary,  this  affords  a striking 
example  of  the  universal  applicability  of  the  canon  under  eveiy 
change  of  circumstances.  The  canon  would,  in  fact,  have  been 
invalidated,  had  the  apparent  anomaly  not  emerged. 


I.  Terms  each  totally  coincln- 
sive  of  a third,  are  totally  coin- 
clusive  of  each  other. 


II.  Terms  each  parti-totally 
coinclusive  of  a third,  are  par- 
tially coinclusivc  of  each  other. 


IIL  A term  totally,  and  a 
term  parti-tottdly,  coinclusive 
of  a third,  are  toto-partially 
coinclusive  of  each  other. 


a)  A term  totally  coexclu- 
sive, and  a term  totally  coin- 
clusive, of  a third,  are  totally 
coexclusive  of  each  other. 

b)  A term  totally  coinclu- 
sive, and  a term  totally  coex- 
clusive, of  a third,  are  totally 
coexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  parti-totally  coex- 
clusive, and  a term  parti-totally 
coinclusive,  of  a third,  are  parti- 
ally coexclusive  of  each  other. 

b)  A term  parti-totally  coin- 
elusive,  and  a term  parti-totally 
coexclu.sive,  of  a third,  are  par- 
tially coexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  totally  coexclusive 
and  a term  parti-totally  coinclu- 
sive, of  a third,are  toto-partially 
coexclusive  of  each  other. 
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IV.  A term  parti-totally,  and 
a term  totally,  coinclusive  of  a 
third,  or  parti-totally  coinclu- 
sive of  each  other. 


V.  A term  totally,  and  a term 
toto-partially,  coinclusive  of  a 
third,  are  parti-totally  coinclu- 
sive of  each  other. 


VI.  A term  toto-partially, 
and  a term  totally,  coinclusive 
of  a third,  are  toto-partially 
coinclusive  of  each  other. 


VII.  A term  parti-totally, 
and  a term  partially,  coinclu- 
sive of  a third,  are  partially 
coinclusive  of  each  other. 


VIII.  A term  partially,  and 
a term  parti-totally,  coinclusive 
of  a third,  are  partially  coinclu- 
sive of  each  other. 


b)  A term  totally  coinclusive, 
and  a term  parti-totally  coexclu- 
sive, of  a third,  are  toto-partially 
coexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  parti-totally  co- 
exclusive, and  a term  totally  co- 
inclusive, of  a third,  are  parti- 
totally  coexclusive  of  each  other. 

b)  A term  parti-totally  coin- 
clusive, and  a term  totally  coex- 
clusive, of  a third,  are  parti- 
totally  coexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  totally  coexclusive, 
and  a term  toto-partiaUy  coin- 
clusive, of  a third,  are  totally 
coexclusive  of  each  other. 

b)  A term  totally  coinclusive, 
and  a term  toto-partially  coex- 
clusive, of  a third,  are  parti- 
totally  coexclusiveof  each  other. 

a)  A term  toto-partially  co- 
exclusive, and  a term  totally  co- 
in elusive,  of  a third,  are  toto-par- 
tially coexclusive  of  each  other. 

b)  A term  toto-partially  co- 
inclusive, and  a term  totally  co- 
exclusive, of  a third,  are  totally 
ooexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  parti-totally  co- 
exclusive, and  a term  partially 
coinclusive,  of  a third,  are  par- 
tially coexclusive  of  each  other. 

b)  A term  parti-totally  co- 
inclusive, and  a term  partially 
coexclusive,  of  a third,  are  par- 
tially coexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  partially  coexclu- 
sive, and  a term  parti-totally 
coinclusive,  of  a third,  are  par- 
tially coexclusivc  of  each  other. 
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IX.  A tenn  totally,  and  a 
term  partially,  coinclusive  of  a 
third,  are  partially  coinclusive 
of  each  other. 


X.  A term  partially,  and  a 
term  totally,  coinclusive  of  a 
third,  are  partially  ooincltisive 
of  each  other. 


XI.  A term  parti-totally,  and 
a term  toto-partiaUy,  coinclu- 
sive of  a third,  are  parti-totally 
coinclusive  of  each  other. 


XII.  A term  toto-partially, 
and  aterm  parti-totally,  coinclu- 
sive of  a third,are  toto-partially 
coinclusive  of  each  other. 


b)  A term  partially  coinclu- 
sive, and  a term  parti-totally 
coexclusive,  of  a third,  are  par- 
tially coexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  totally  coexclusive, 
and  a term  partially  coinclusive, 
of  a third,  are  parti-totally  co- 
exclusive of  each  other. 

b)  A term  totally  coinclusive, 
and  a term  partiallycoexclusive, 
of  a third,  are  partially  coexclu- 
sive of  each  other. 

a)  A term  partially  coexclu- 
sive, and  a term  totally  coinclu- 
sive, of  a third,  are  partially  co- 
exclusive of  each  other. 

b)  A term  partially  coinclu- 
sive, and  a term  totally  coexclu- 
sive, of  a third,  are  toto-partially 
coexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  parti-totally  coex- 
clusive, and  a term  toto-parti- 
ally coinclusive,  of  a third,  are 
parti-totally  coexclxisive  of  each 
other. 

b)  A term  parti-totally  coin- 
clusive,and  a term  toto-partially 
coexclusive,  of  a third,  are  parti- 
totally  coexclusive  of  each  other. 

a)  A term  toto-partially  coex- 
clusive, and  a term  parti-totally 
coinclusive,  of  a third,  are  toto- 
partially  coexclusive  of  each 
other. 

b)  A term  toto-partially  co- 
inclusive, and  a term  parti- 
totally  coexdusive,  of  a third, 
are  toto-partially  coexclusive  of 
each  other. 
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(/)-01JJECTIONS  TO  THE  DOCTRINE  OF  A QUANTIFIED 
PREDICATE  CONSIDERED. 

(1.)  General. 

MATERIAL  AND  FORMAL. — THEIR  DISUNCmON. 

But  it  is  requisite — seeing  that  there  are  such  misconceptions 
prevalent  on  the  point — to  determine  precisely,  what  is  the 
formal  which  lies  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Logic,  and  which 
Logic  guEirantees,  and  what  the  material  which  lies  without  the 
domain  of  Logic,  and  for  which  Logic  is  not  responsible.  This 
is  fortunately  easy. 

Logic  knows, — takes  cognisance  of,  certain  general  relations ; 
and  from  these  it  infers  certain  others.  These  and  these  alone 
it  knows  and  guarantees ; and  these  are  formal.  Of  all  beyond 
these  forms  or  general  relations  it  takes  no  cognisance,  affords 
no  assurance ; and  only  hypothetically  says, — If  the  several 
notions  applied  to  these  forms  stand  to  each  other  in  the  rela- 
tion of  these  forms,  then  so  and  so  is  the  result.  But  whether 
these  notions  are  rightly  applied,  that  is,  do  or  do  not  bear  a 
certain  reciprocal  dependence,  of  this  Logic,  as  Logic,  knows  no- 
thing. Let  ABC  represent  three  notions,  A containing  B,  and 
B containing  C ; in  that  case  Logic  assures  us  that  C is  a part  of 
B,  and  B a part  of  A ; that  A contains  C ; that  C is  a part  of  B 
and  A.  Now  all  is  formal,  the  letters  being  supposed  to  be  mere 
abstract  symbols.  But  if  we  apply  to  them, — fill  them  up  by, 
— the  three  determinate  notions, — Animal — Man — Negro,  wo 
introduce  a certain  matter,  of  which  Logic  is  not  itself  cognisant ; 
Logic,  therefore,  merely  says, — If  these  notions  hold  to  each  other 
the  relations  represented  by  A B C,  then  the  same  results  will 
follow ; but  whether  they  do  mutually  hold  these  relations, — 
that,  as  material,  is  extra-logical.  Logic  is,  therefore,  bound  to 
exhibit  a scheme  of  the  forms,  that  is,  of  the  relations  in  their  im- 
mediate and  mediate  results,  which  are  determined  by  the  mere 
necessities  of  thinking, — by  the  laws  of  thought  as  thought ; but 
it  is  bound  to  naught  beyond  this.  That,  as  material,  is  beyond 
its  jurisdiction.  However  manifest,  tliis  has,  however,  been  fre- 
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quently  misunderstood,  and  the  material  has  been  currently 
passed  off  in  Logic  as  the  formal. 

But  further,  Logic  is  bound  to  exhibit  this  scheme  full  and  un- 
exclusive. To  lop  or  limit  this  in  conformity  to  any  circumstance 
extrinsic  to  the  bare  conditions, — the  mere  form,  of  thought,  is  a 
material,  and,  consequently,  an  illegitimate  curtailment.  To  take, 
for  instance,  the  aberrations  of  common  language  as  a model, 
would  be  at  once  absurd  in  itself,  and  absurd  as  inconsistent  even 
with  its  own  practice.  And  yet  this  double  absurdity  the  Logic 
now  realised  actually  commits.  For  while  in  principle  it  avows 
its  allegiance  to  thought  alone,  and  in  part  has  overtly  repudi- 
ated the  elisions  of  language ; in  part  it  has  accommodated  itself 
to  the  usages  of  speech,  and  this  also  to  the  extent  from  which  even 
Grammar  has  maintained  its  freedom.  Grammar,  the  science  pro- 
per,— ^the  nomology,  of  language,  has  not  established  ellipsis  as  a 
third  law  beside  Concord  and  Government ; nor  has  iteven  allowed 
Concord  or  Government  to  be  superseded  by  ellipsis.  And  why  ? 
Because  the  law,  though  not  externally  expressed  in  language,  was 
still  internally  operative  in  thought  Logic,  on  the  contrary,  the 
science  proper, — the  nomology,  of  thought,  has  established  an  im- 
perative ellipsis  of  its  abstract  forms  in  conformity  to  the  precari- 
ous ellipses  of  outward  speech ; and  this,* although  it  professes  to 
look  exclusively  to  the  internal  process,  and  to  explicate, — to  fill 
up,  what  is  implied,  but  not  stated,  in  the  short  cuts  of  ordinary 
langnaga  Logic  has  neglected, — withheld, — in  fact  openly  sup- 
pressed, one-half  of  its  forms,  (the  quantification  of  the  predicate 
universally  in  affirmatives,  particularly  in  negatives),  because 
these  forms,  though  always  operative  in  thought,  were  usually 
passed  over  as  superfluous  in  the  matter  of  expression. 

Thus  has  logic,  the  science  of  the  form,  been  made  hitherto  the 
slave  of  the  matter,  of  thought,  both  in  what  it  has  received  and  in 
what  it  has  rejected.  And  well  has  it  been  punished  in  its  servi- 
tuda  More  than  half  its  value  has  at  once  been  lost,  confusion 
on  the  one  hand,  imperfection  on  the  other,  its  lot ; disgust,  con- 
tempt, comparative  neglect,  the  consequenca  To  reform  Logic, 
we  must,  therefore,  restore  it  to  freedom ; — emancipate  the  form 
from  the  matter ; — we  must,  1°,  Admit  nothing  material  under 
the  name  of  formal,  and,  2°,  Beject  nothing  formal  under  the 
name  of  material  When  this  is  done,  I/)gic,  stripped  of  its  acci- 
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dental  deformity,  walks  forth  in  native  beauty,  simple  and  com- 
plete ; easy  at  once  and  useful. 

It  now  remains  to  show  that  the  quantities  of  the  Predicate  de- 
nounced by  logicians  are  true  logical  forms. 

«*»«•* 

The  logicians  have  taken  a distinction,  on  which  they  have  de- 
fended the  Aristotelic  prohibition  of  £m  overt  quantification  of  the 
predicate ; the  distinction,  to  wit,  of  the  formal,  in  opposition  to 
the  material, — of  what  proceeds  vi  formce,  in  contrast  to  what 
proceeds  vi  materiee.  It  will  he  requisite  to  determine  explicitly 
the  meaning  and  application  of  these  expressions;  for  every 
logical  process  is  formal,  and  if  the  logicians  he  correct  in  what 
they  include  under  their  category  of  material,  the  whole  system 
which  I would  propose  in  supplement  and  correction  of  theirs, 
must  he  at  once  surrendered  as  untenable. 

In  the  first  place,  the  distinction  is  not  established,  in  terms  at 
least,  by  Aristotle.  On  the  contrary,  although  the  propositional 
and  syllogistic  relations  which  he  recognises  in  his  logical  precept 
he  all  formal,  he,  as  indeed  all  others,  not  un&equently  employs 
some  which  are  only  valid,  say  the  logicians,  vi  matericB,  and  not 
raiione  formce,  that  is,  in  spite  of  Logic. 

But  here  it  is  admitted,  that  a distinction  there  truly  is ; it  is, 
consequently,  only  necessary,  in  the  second  place,  to  ascertain  its 
import  What  then  is  meant  by  these  several  principles  ? 

The  answer  is  easy,  peremptory,  and  unambiguous.  All  that  is 
formal,  is  true  as  consciously  necessitated  by  the  laws  of  thought ; 
all  that  is  material,  is  true,  not  as  necessitated  by  the  laws  of 
thought,  but  as  Intimated  by  the  conditions  and  probabilities  dis- 
coverable in  the  obj  ects  about  which  we  chance  to  think.  The  one 
is  a priori,  the  other  a posteriori;  the  one  is  necessary,  the  other 
contingent;  the  one  is  known  or  thought,  the  other  unknown  or 
unthought. 

For  example : If  I think  that  the  notion  Triangle  contains  the 
notion  Trilateral,  and  again  that  the  notion  Trilateral  contains  the 
notion  Triangle ; in  other  words,  if  I think  that  each  of  these  is 
inclusively  and  exclusively  applicable  to  the  other ; I formally  say, 
and,  if  I speak  as  I think,  must  say — “All  Triangle  is  all  TrilateraL" 
On  the  other  hand, — if  I only  think  that  all  Triangles  are  trila- 
teral, but  do  not  think  all  Trilaterals  to  be  triangular,  and  yet  say 
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— " All  triangle  is  all  trilateral,”  the  proposition,  though  materi- 
ally true,  is  formally  false. 

Again : If  I think,  that  this,  that,  and  the  other  iron-attracting 
stones  are  some  magnets,  and  yet  thereon  overtly  infer, — “ All 
magnets  attract  iron;”  the  inference  is  formally  false,  even 
though  materially  not  untrue.  Whereas,  if  I think  that  this, 
that,  and  the  other  iron-attracting  stones  are  aJX  magnets,  and 
thence  conclude, — “ AU  magnets  attract  iron ; " my  conclusion 
is  formally  true,  even  should  it  materially  prove  false. 

To  give  the  former  example  in  an  abstract  notation : If  I note 
[C : : r]  I may  formally  convert  the  proposition  and  state 

[F : : C].  But  if  I note  [C  : » F],  I cannot  formally 

convert  it ; for  the  [F]  may  mean  either  [:  F]  or  [,  F] ; and  if  I do, 
the  product  may  or  may  not  be  true  according  as  it  is  accidentally 
applied  to  this  or  that  particular  matter.  As  to  the  latter  example : 
C,  ~ : (m  m' m'  &c.) : — : F 


this  syllogism  is  formally  Intimate.  But,  to  take  the  following 
antecedent : this,  if  formally  drawn,  warrants  only,  (1),  a particu- 
lar conclusion ; and  if,  (2),  a universal  be  drawn,  such  is  logically 
null: 

C,  ■ : (m  m' m'  &c.) : ■— , F 

1.  ■■ 

2.  

This  being  the  distinction  of  formal  and  material, — that  what 
is  formally  true,  is  true  by  a subjective  or  logical  law, — that  what 
is  materially  true,  is  true  on  an  objective  or  extra-logical  condi- 
tion; the  logicians,  with  Aristotle  at  their  head,  are  exposed  to 
a double  accusation  of  the  gravest  character.  For  they  are 
charged ; — 1°,  That  they  have  excluded,  as  material,  much  that 
is  purely  formal ; 2°,  That  they  have  included,  as  formal,  much 
that  is  purely  material — Of  these  in  their  order. 

1°,  I shall  treat  of  this  under  the  heads  of  affirmative  and  of 
negative  propositions. 

Of  the  four  affirmative  relations  of  concepts,  as  subject  and 
predicate;  to  wit — 1,  the  toto-total;  2,  the  toto-partial ; 3,  the 

a For  an  explanation  of  the  notation  logism,  see  below.  Appendix  XII. — 
here  employed,  in  reference  to  Syl-  Eo. 
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farti-total ; 4,  the  parti-partial ; one  half  (1 , 3)  are  arbitrarily 
excluded  from  logic.  These  are,  however,  relations  equally  neces- 
sary, and  equally  obtrusive  in  thought,  with  the  other ; and,  as 
formal  realities,  equally  demand  a logical  statement  and  considera- 
tion. Nay,  in  this  partial  proceeding,  logicians  are  not  even  self- 
consistent  They  allow,  for  example,  the  toto-particd  dependency 
of  notions,  and  they  allow  of  their  conversion.  Yet  though  the 
terms,  when  converted,  retain,  and  must  retain,  their  original  re- 
lation, that  is,  their  reciprocal  quantities ; we  find  the  logicians, 
after  Aristotle,  declaring  that  the  predicate  in  affirmative  proposi- 
tions is  to  be  regarded  as  particular  ; howbeit,  in  this  instance, 
where  the  toto-partial  is  converted  into  the  parti-total  relation, 
their  rule  is  manifestly  false.  When  I enounce, — “ All  man  is 
animal,”  I mean, — and  the  logicians  do  not  gainsay  me, — " All 
man  is  sorru  animal.”  I then  convert  this  and  am  allowed  to  say, 
— “ Some  animal  is  man.”  But  I am  not  allowed  to  say,  in  words, 
though  I say, — indeed  must  say,  in  thought, — “ Some  animal  is 
all  man.”  And  why?  Simply  because  there  is  an  old  tradi- 
tionary rule  in  Logic,  which  prohibits  ns  in  all  cases,  at  least  of 
affirmative  propositions,  to  quantify  the  predicate  universally ; 
and  to  establish  a reason  for  this  exclusion,  the  principle  of 
materiality  has  been  called  in.  But  if  all  is  formal  which  is  neces- 
sitated by  thought,  and  if  all  that  is  formal  ought  to  find  an 
expression  in  Logic,  in  that  case,  the  universal  quantification  of 
the  notion,  when  it  stands  as  predicate,  may  be,  ought,  indeed,  on 
demand,  to  be,  enounced,  no  less  explicitly  than  when  it  stood  as 
subject.  This  quantification  is  no  more  material  on  the  one  alter- 
native than  on  the  other ; it  is  formal  in  both. 

In  like  manner,  the  toto-total  relation  is  denounced.  But  a 
similar  exposition  shows  that  notions,  thought  as  reciprocating  or 
coequal,  are  entitled,  as  predicate,  to  have  a universal  quantifica- 
tion, no  less  than  as  subject,  and  this  formally,  not  materially.* 

In  regard  to  the  four  negative  relations  of  terms ; — 1.  the  toto- 
total, — 2.  the  toto-partial, — 3.  the  parti-total, — 4.  the  parti- 
partial;  in  like  manner,  one  half,  but  these  wholly  different 


a It  IB  hardly  requisite  to  notice  the 
blundering  doctrine  of  some  authors, 
that  the  predicate  is  nuterially  qnanti- 
6ed,  even  when  predesignated  as  uni- 
versal. It  is  sufficient  to  observe  that 


this  opinion  is  explicitly  renounced  by 
the  aenter  logicians,  when  they  have 
chanced  to  notice  the  absurdity. — See 
Fonseca,  /nstit  Dial,  lib.  vi  c.  20. 
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classes,  (3, 4,)  are  capriciously  abolished.  I say  capriciously ; for 
the  relations  not  recognised  in  Logic  are  equally  real  in  thought, 
as  those  which  are  exclusively  admitted.  Why,  for  example,  may 
I say,  as  1 think, — “ Some  animal  is  not  any  man ; ” and  yet  not 
say,  convertibly,  as  I still  think, — “ Any  man  is  not  some  ani- 
mal ” ? For  this  no  reason,  heyond  the  caprice  of  logicians,  and 
the  elisions  of  common  language,  can  be  assigned.  Neither  can 
it  be  shown,  as  I may  legitimately  think, — “ Some  animal  is  not 
some  animal,”  (to  take  an  extreme  instance,)  that  I may  not  for- 
mally express  the  same  in  the  technical  language  of  reasoning. 

In  these  cases,  to  say  nothing  of  others,  the  logicians  have, 
therefore,  been  guilty  of  extruding  from  their  science  much  that 
is  purely  formal ; and  this  on  the  untenable  plea,  that  what  is 
formal  is  material. 

(2.)  Special. 

Two  objections  have  been  taken  to  the  universal  quantification  of 
the  predicata  It  is  said  to  be — 1°,  false ; 2%  If  not  false,  useless. 

I.  The  first  objection  may  be  subdivided  into  two  heads,  inas- 
much as  it  may  be  attempted  to  establish  it,  a),  on  maierial ; b), 
on  formal,  grounds.  Of  these  in  their  order : — 

a).  This  ground  seems  to  be  the  only  one  taken  by  Aristotle, 
who,  on  three  (perhaps  on  four)  different  occasions,  denounces  the 
universal  quantification  of  the  predicate  (and  he  but  implicitly 
limits  it  to  affirmative  propositions),  as  “ always  untrue.”  « The 
onlyproof  of  this  unexclusive  denunciation  is,  however,  one  special 
example  which  he  gives  of  the  falsity  emerging  in  the  proposi- 
tion,— “ All  man  is  aU  animal”  This  must  be  at  once  confessed 
false ; but  it  is  only  so  materially  and  contingently,  and  argues, 
therefore,  nothing  for  the  formal  and  necessary  illegitimacy  of  such 
a quantification.  As  extra-logical,  th  is  proof  is  logically  incompe- 
tent ; for  it  is  only  because  we  happen,  through  an  external 
knowledge,  to  be  aware  of  the  relations  of  the  concepts,  man  and 
animal,  that  the  example  is  of  any  import.  But,  because  the 
universal  quantification  of  the  predicate  is,  in  this  instance,  mate- 
rially false,  is  such  quantification,  therefore,  always  formally  ille- 
gal ? That  this  is  not  the  case,  let  us  take  other  material  examples. 
Is  it,  then,  materially  false  and  formally  incompetent,  to  think  and 
say, — “ All  human  is  all  rational,” — “ All  rational  is  all  risible,”— 

« See  below,  p.  305. — Ed. 
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“ All  risible  is  all  capable  of  admiration,” — " All  trilateral  is  all 
triangular,” — “ All  triangular  is  all  figure  with  its  angles  equal 
to  two  right  angles,”  &c.  ? Or,  employing  Aristotle’s  material  ex- 
ample, is  it  imtrue,  as  he  asserts,  to  say — " Some  animal  is  all 
man ; ” and  this  either  collectively, — “ A part  of  the  class  animal 
is  the  whole  of  the  class  man,” — or  distrihutively, — “ Some 
several  animal  is  every  several  man.” 

But  the  absurdity  of  such  a reasoning  is  farther  shown  by  the 
fact,  that  if  it  were  cogent  at  all,  it  would  equally  conclude  against 
the  validity  of  the  universal  quantification  of  the  subject.  For 
this  proposition  is  equally  untrue  (employing  always  Aristotle’s 
own  material  example), — “ All  animal  is  man.” 

After  this,  it  may  the  less  surprise  ns  to  find  that  Aristotle 
silently  abandons  his  logical  canon,  and  adheres  to  truth  and 
natmre.  In  fact,  he  frequently  does  in  practice  virtually  quantify 
the  predicate,  his  common  reasonings  often  proceeding  on  the 
reciprocation  or  coextension  of  subject  and  predicate.  Nay,  in  his 
logical  system,  he  expressly  recognises  this  coextension ; unless, 
indeed,  we  overtly  supply  the  quantification  of  the  predicate,  his 
doctrines  of  Induction  and  of  Demonstration  proper  have  no  logi- 
cal notation ; and,  unless  we  covertly  suppose  it,  they  are  actually 
arrested.  His  definitions  of  the  Universal,  as  severally  given  in 
his  Prior  and  Posterior  Arudytics,  are,  in  this  respect,  conflictive. 
In  the  former,  his  universal,  (known  in  the  schools  as  the  Univer- 
sale Prioristicum,)  explicitly  forbids,  whereas  the  latter,  (the 
Universale  Posterioristicum  of  the  schoolmen,)  implicitly  postu- 
lates, the  quantification  of  the  predicate. 

b).  The  defect  in  the  polemic  of  their  master  was  felt  by  his 
followers.  They,  accordingly,  in  addition  to,  but  with  no  correc- 
tion of,  Aristotle’s  doctrine,  argue  the  question  on  broader  groimd ; 
and  think  that  they  disprove  the  formal  validity  of  such  quantifi- 
cation by  the  following  reasoning.  Overlooking  the  case  where 
the  subject  is  particularly,  the  predicate  universally,  quantified,  as 
in  the  instance  I have  just  given,  they  allege  the  case  of  what  are 
called  reciprocaiing  proposilMns,  where  both  subject  and  predicate 
are  taken  in  their  utmost  extension, — vt  materiae,  as  subsequent 
logicians  ■ say,  but  not  Aristotle.  In  this  case,  then,  as  in  the 

a [.See,  for  example,  Paoias,  Jn  An.  In  An.  Prior.,  L.  i.  c.  9,  and  abore,  p. 
Prior.,  Ij.  L c.  5,  p.  134.  Alexander,  276,  note  a,  tub  Jin.] 


Digitized  by  Coogic 


APPENDIX. 


303 


example, — “All  man  is  all  risible,"  they  assert  that  the  overt  quan- 
tification of  the  predicate  is  inept,  because,  the  ” all  ” as  applied 
to  the  subject  being  distributively  taken,  every  individual  man, 
as  Socrates,  Plato,  &&,  would  be  all  (that  is,  the  whole  class) 
risible.  This  objection  is  only  respectable  by  authority,  through 
the  great,  the  aU  but  unexclusive,  number  of  its  allegers ; in  itself 
it  is  futile. 

Terms  and  their  quantifications  are  used  either  in  a distributive, 
or  in  a collective,  sense.  It  will  not  be  asserted  that  any  quanti- 
fication is,  perse,  necessarily  collective  or  necessarily  distributive ; 
and  it  remains  to  ascertain,  by  rule  and  relation,  in  which  signi- 
fication it  is,  or  may  be,  employed.  Now  a general  nde  or  postu- 
late of  logic  is, — That  in  the  same  logical  unity,  (proposition  or 
syllogism),  the  same  term  or  quantification  should  not  be  changed 
in  import*  If,  therefore,  we  insist,  as  insist  we  ought,  that  the 
quantification  here,  all,  should  be  used  in  the  same  proposition 
in  the  same  meaning,  that  is,  as  applied  to  the  one  term,  collec- 
tively or  distributively,  it  should  be  so  applied  likewise  to  the 
other,  the  objection  fails.  Thus  taken  collectively : — " All  (that 
is,  the  whole  class)  man  is  all  (that  is,  the  whole  class)  risible,"  the 
proposition  is  valid.  Again,  taken  distributively : — " All  (that  is, 
every  several)  man  is  all  (that  is,  every  seveinl)  risible,”  the  pro- 
position is,  in  like  manner,  legitimate.  It  is  only  by  violating  the 
postulate,  that  in  the  same  logical  unity,  the  same  sign  or  word 
should  he  used  in  the  same  sense,  that  the  objection  applies ; 
whereas,  if  the  postulate  be  obeyed,  the  objection  is  seen  to  bo 
absurd. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  anything  in  confutation  of  the 
general  doctrine,  that  in  reciprocating  propositions  the  predicate  is 
taken  in  its  full  extent,  vi  materke.  In  the  first  place,  this  doc- 
trine was  not  promulgated  by  Aristotle;  who  frequently  alio  wing — 
frequently  using — such  propositions,  implicitly  abandons  the  rule 
which  he  explicitly  lays  down  in  regard  to  the  non-predesignation 
of  the  predicate  by  a universal.  In  the  second  place,  apart  from 
authority,  such  doctrine  is  in  itself  unfounded.  For  as  form  is 
merely  the  necessity  of  thought,  it  is  as  easy  to  think  two  notions 
as  toto-totally  coinciding,  (say,  triangle  and  trilateral),  as  two 
notions  toto- partially  and  parti-totally  coinciding,  (say,  triangle 
“ See  ebove,  p.  255. — Ed. 
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and  figure).  Accordingly,  we  can  equallyabstractly  represent  their 
relations  both  by  geometric  quantities,  (lines  or  figures),  and  by 
purely  logical  symbols.  Taking  lines : — the  former  i ; the 

latter  i . Taking  symbols : the  former  C : F ; the 

latter  A,  — : B. — But  if  the  reciprocation  were  determined 

by  the  mere  matter,  by  the  object  contingently  thought  about,  all 
abstract  representation  would  be  impossibla  So  much  for  the 
first  objection, — that  the  universal  quantification  of  the  predicate 
would,  at  least  in  aflBrmative  propositions,  be  false. 

II.  As  to  the  second  objection,  that  such  quantification  would 
be  useless  and  superfluous,  disorderly,  nay  confusive,  this  only 
manifests  the  limited  and  one-sided  view  of  the  objectors,  even 
though  Aristotle  be  at  their  head. 

Is  it  useless  in  any  case,  theoretical  or  practical,  that  error  be 
refuted,  truth  established  ? And  in  this  case : — 

1“,  Is  it  disorderly  and  confusive,  that  the  doctrine  of  Exp<m- 
ibles,  as  they  are  called,  should  be  brought  back  from  anomaly  and 
paiutoease  and  order, — that  propositions  Exclusive  and  Exceptive, 
now  passed  over  for  their  difficulty,  and  heretofore  confessedly 
studied  as  " opprobria  and  excruciations,”  should  be  shown  to  be, 
not  merely  reducible  by  a twofold  and  threefold  tortuosity,  through 
eight  genera  and  eight  rules,  but  simple,  though  misunderstood, 
manifestations  of  the  universal  quantification  of  the  predicate  ? " 

2°,  Is  it  useless  to  demonstrate  that  every  kind  of  proposition 
may  be  converted,  and  not  some  only,  as  maintained  by  Aristotle 
and  the  logicians  ? And  is  it  disorderly  and  confusive,  in  all 
cases,  to  abolish  the  triple  (or  quadruple)  confusion  in  the  triple 
(or  quadruple)  processes  of  Conversion,  and  to  show,  that  of  these 
processes  there  is  only  one  legitimate,  and  that,  the  one  simple  of 
the  whole  ? 

3°,  Is  it  disorderly  and  confusive  to  abolish  the  complex  confu- 
sion of  Mood  and  Figure,  with  all  their  array  of  rules  and  excep- 
tions, general  and  special ; and  thus  to  recall  the  science  of  reason- 
ing to  its  real  unity  ? 

4°,  Is  it  useless  and  superfluous  to  restore  to  the  science  the 
many  forms  of  reasoning  which  had  erroneously,  ineflectually,  and 
even  inconsistently,  been  proscribed  ? 

« Sc€  above,  p.  2(>3. — Ed. 
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5°,  Is  it  useless  or  superfluous  to  prove,  that  all  judgment,  and, 
consequently,  all  reasoning,  is  simply  an  equation  of  its  terms,  and 
that  the  difiference  of  subject  and  predicate  is  merely  arbitrary  ? 

6°,  In  fine,  and  in  sum,  is  it  useless  or  superfluous  to  vindicate 
Logic  against  the  one-sided  views  and  errors  of  logicians,  to  re- 
concile the  science  with  truth  and  nature,  and  to  re-establish  it, 
at  once,  in  its  amplitude  and  simplicity  ? 


(a)  HISTORICAL  NOTICES  OF  DOCTRINE  OF 
QUANTIFIED  PREDICATE. 


I. — Aristotle. 

It  will  be  sufficient  to  make  one  extract  from  Aristotle  in 
illustration  of  his  doctrine  upon  this  point,  and  I select  the  fol- 
lowing passage  from  his  Categories,  c.  v.  § 7. 

“ Further,  the  primary  substances,  [Tr/jwrai  ovcrteu, — indivi- 
dual existences],  because  they  are  subjects  to  all  the  others,  and 
as  all  the  others  are  predicated  of,  or  exist  in,  them, — are,  for 
this  reason,  called  svistances  by  pre-eminence.  And  as  the 
primary  substances  stand  to  all  the  others,  so  stands  the  Species 
to  the  Genus.  For  genera  are  predicated  of  species,  but  not,  con- 
versdy,  species  of  genera  ; so  that  of  these  two,  the  species  is 
more  a substance  than  the  genus.” 

Ammonius,  who  has  nothing  in  his  Commentary  on  the  Cate- 
gories relative  to  the  above  passageof  Aristotle, states,  however,  the 
common  doctrine,  with  its  reasons,in  the  following  extract  from  his 
Commentary  on  Porphyry’s  Introduction,  (f.  29,  ed.  Aid.  1546). 

“ But  confining  ourselves  to  a logical  consideration,  it  behoves 
us  to  inquire, — of  these,  which  are  subjected  to,  which  predicated 
of,  the  others  ; and  to  be  aware,  that  Genera  arc  predicated  of 
Differences  and  Species,  but  not  conversely.  These,  as  we  have 
said,  stand  in  a certain  mutual  order, — the  genus,  the  difference, 
and  the  species  ; the  genus  first,  the  species  last,  the  difference 
in  the  middle.  And  the  superior  must  be  predicated  of  the  in- 
ferior ; for  to  predicate  the  inferior  of  the  superior  is  not  allow- 
able. If,  for  example,  we  say, — ' All  man  is  animal,’  the  pro- 
VOL.  II.  u 
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position  is  true  ; but  if  we  convert  it,  and  say, — ‘ All  animal  is 
man,’  the  enouncement  is  false."  Aj^ain,  if  we  siiy, — ‘ All  horse 
is  irrational,’  we  are  right ; but  if  conversely  we  say, — ‘ All  irra- 
tional is  horse,’  we  are  wrong.  For  it  is  not  allowed  us  to  make 
a subject  of  the  accidental.  Hence  is  it  incompetent  to  say  that 
‘ Animal  is  man,’  as  previously  stated.” 

[Vatcg.,  c.  ii.  § 1. 

“ When  one  thing  is  predicated  of  another  as  of  its  subject,  all 
that  is  said  [truly]  of  the  predicate  wUl  be  said  [truly]  also  of  the 
subject.  Thus  man  is  predicated  of  this  and  that  man,3  and  ani- 
mal of  man  ; animal  will  therefore  be  predicated  of  this  and  that 
individual,  for  this  and  that  individual  is  both  man  and  animal.” 

I)c  Interpret,  c.  vii.  § 2-t ; see  also  c.  x. 

‘‘  To  enounce  something  of  a universal  universally,  I mean  as, 
‘ All  or  every  (ira?)')'  man  is  white,’  ‘ No  man  is  white.’  .... 
To  enounce  something  of  universals  not  universally,  I mean  as 
‘ Man  is  white,’  ‘ Man  is  not  white ; ’ for  whilst  the  term  man  is 
universal,  it  is  not  used  in  these  enouncements  as  universal. 
For  ‘ All  ’ or  ‘ Every  ’ does  not  indicate  the  universal  [itself],  but 
that  [it  is  applied  to  a subject]  universally.  Thus,  in  reference 
to  an  universal  predicate,  to  predicate  the  universal,  is  not  true. 
For  no  affirmation  is  true,  in  which  the  universal  is  predicated 
[of  an  universal  predicate],  as,  ‘ All  man  is  all  animal.’  ” (See 
Ammonius,  Boethius,  I’sellus,  Magentinu.s,  &c.) 

Prior.  Analyt.,  L I.  c.  27,  § 9.  “The  consequent  [f.e.  the  pre- 
dicate] is  not  to  be  taken  as  if  it  wholly  followed  [from  the  an- 
tecedent, or  subject,  exclusively].  1 mean,  for  example,  as  if  all 


a The  conrerse  of  a true  proposition 
is  always  true  ; but  the  false  proposi* 
tions  which  are  here  given,  as  conver> 
sious  of  the  true,  are  not  conversions 
at  all.  The  true  propositions,  if  ex* 
pUcitly  stated,  are, — **  All  man  is  some 
animal,”  and,— “All  horse  is  some  irra- 
tional. ” Convert  these, — ‘ * Some  ani- 
mal is  all  man,”  and, — “Some  irra- 
tional is  all  horse;”  the  truth  remains, 
but  the  one-sided  doctrine  of  the  logi- 
cians is  exploded. 

/9  [For  the  rlf  here,  as  elsewhere. 


denotes  the  individuum  signalum,  not 
the  individuum  vagum.'\ 

7 The  Greek  (as  the  I.«atin  om- 
«m)  indifferently  denotes  a// collective, 
and  evfry  distributive.  The  English 
all  may  be,  in  like  manner,  used  am- 
biguously, both  in  a collective  and  a 
distributive  .sense  ; and  in  this  ambigu- 
ous sense,  the  reader  will  observe  that 
it  is  always  used  in  the  following  trans- 
lations. To  have  rei>eated  the  all  or 
on  all  occasions  would  have  been 
nauseous 
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[or  every]  animal  [were  consequent]  on  man,  or  all  [or  every] 
science  on  music.  The  consequence  simjily  [is  to  be  assumed],  as 
in  our  propositions  has  been  done ; to  do  otherMrise,  (as  to  say 
that  ail  [or  every]  man  is  all  [or  every]  animal,  or  ih&ijiestice  is 
all  [or  every]  good^  is  useless  and  impossible ; but  to  the  ante- 
cedent [or  subject]  the  all  [or  every]  is  prefixed.” 

Post.  Analyt.  L I.  c.  xii.  § 10.  “ The  predicate  is  not  called 
all  [or  every] ; ” [that  is,  the  mark  of  universality  is  not  annexed 
except  to  the  subject  of  a proposition]. 

In  refutation  of  Aristotle’s  reasoning  against  the  universal  pre- 
designation of  the  predicate — it  will  equally  disprove  the  uni- 
versal predesignation  of  the  subject.  For  it  is  absurd  and  impos- 
sible to  say.  All  animal  is  man  ; All  {every)  immortal  is  the  soul ; 
AUpUasure  is  health ; All  science  is  music;  All  motion  is  plea- 
sure.'' But  in  point  of  fact  such  examples  disprove  nothing ; for 
all  universal  predesignations  are  applicable  neither  to  subject 
nor  predicate,  nor  to  both  subject  and  predieate. — are  thoughts  not 
things ; and  so  are  all  predesignations ; therefore,  &c.  It  is  only 
marvellous  that  such  examples  and  such  reasoning  could  satisfy 
the  acutest  of  intellects ; that  his  authority  should  have  imposed 
on  subsequent  logicians  is  less  wonderful.^ 


a Elxamples  from  Wegelin,  fn  Ore- 
gorii  Aneponymi  Comp,  Phil.  Synt.^  L. 
iv.  c.  1»  p.  473;  L.  "vi.  c.  1,  p.  673. 

$ And  here  I may  correct  an  error, 
as  I conceive  it  to  be,  which  has  de* 
Bcended  from  the  oldest  to  the  most 
recent  interi>reterB'of  the  Organon^  and 
been  adopted  implicitly  by  logicians  in 
general.  It  is  found  in  Alexander  and 
Ammonias,  as  in  Trendelenburg,  Saint- 
Hilaire,  and  Waits;  nor,  indeed,  as 
far  as  1 know,  has  it  ever  been  called 
in  question  daring  the  interval.  It 
regards  the  meaning  of  the  definition 
elevated  into  a twofold  axiom,  tiie 
in  toio,  Ac.,  and  did  de  omnt,  Ac., 
toward  the  conclusion  of  the  first 
chapter  of  the  first  book  of  the  Prior 
Analytics.  4r  Avat 

Kol  itarh  woprhs  Karnycp^urBai 
Baripov  Bdrtpoy  rairr6y  4<mr.  This, 
with  its  ambiguity,  may  be  thus  liter- 
ally, however  awkwardly,  translated : 


— “But  [to  say]  that  one  thing  is  in  a 
v'hoU  other,  and  [to  say]  that  one  thing 
is  prciUcated  of  all  another,  arc  identi- 
cal.” — Now,  the  question  arises, 

What  does  Aristotle  here  mean  by  “ a 
whole  other " ? for  it  may  signify, 
either  the  class  or  higher  notion  under 
which  an  inferior  concept  comes,  or 
the  inferior  concept  itself,  of  which,  as 
of  a subject,  the  higher  is  predicated. 
The  funner  is  the  sense  given  by  all 
the  commentators ; the  latter,  the 
sense  which,  1 am  confident,  was  in- 
tended by  Aristotle. 

There  are  only  two  grounds  of  inter- 
pretation. The  rule  must  be  expound- 
ed in  consistency — I*,  with  itself ; 2% 
with  the  analogy  of  Aristotelic  usage. 

V.  On  the  former  ground,  the  com- 
mon doctrine  seems  untenable  ; for 
what  Aristotle  declares  to  be  identical, 
by  that  doctrine  become  different,  nay 
opposed.  An  inferior  concept  may  be 
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Quantitication  of  Predicate — Aristotle. 

1.  Admits  that  syllogism  mental  not  oral  {An.  Pust.  1. 10).  This 
to  be  borne  in  mind. 

2.  That  individual  is  never  predicated,  {Cat.  c.  2),  refuted  by  re- 
ciprocation of  siugular,  {An.  Pr.  ii.  23,  § 4). 

3.  That  affirmative  universal  not  [to]  be  added  to  predicate,  in- 
compatible with  what  he  says  of  reciprocation,  {An.  Pr.  ii.  cc. 


in  a higher  whole  or  class,  either  par* 
tially  or  totally;  and  the  dehnition  on 
the  prevalent  interpretation  virtually 
runs — **To  say  that  one  thing  is,  all 
or  parit  in  the  whole  of  another,  aud 
to  say  that  this  other  is  predicated  of 
it  unexclusively,  are  convertible.”  Had 
Aristotle,  therefore,  used  the  expres- 
sion in  the  signification  attributed  to 
him,  he  must,  to  avoid  the  contradic- 
tion, have  said — var  trtpow  iv 
(Troi  k.t.A.  Hut  to  say 

that  one  thing  is  o/Hn  a whole  other,” 
&c.) 

2^  On  the  second  ground,  it  may, 
however,  be  answered,  that  the  ambi- 
guity of  the  word,  as  it  stands,  is  super- 
seded, its  signification  being  deter- 
mined by  other  passages.  I join  issue ; 
and  on  this  ground  am  well  content  to 
lot  the  question  be  decided. 

In  the  first  place,  the  meaning  I at- 
tribute to  the  ex  pression,  * ‘ wholf  other,*' 
that  is,  whole  subject  or  inferior  notion, 
is  in  strict  conformity  with  .^Vristotle's 
ordinary  language.  There  are,  I admit, 
sundry  passages  in  his  logical  writings, 
where  the  term  whole  is  clearly  used  as 
synonymous  with  class  or  hijher  notion; 
as,  to  limit  ourselves  to  the  Prior  Ana- 
lytics, in  Book  1.  iv.  § 2 ; and  11.  i.  § 
4.  But  every  single  text,  in  which  the 
term  whole  appears  in  this  relation,  is 
overruled  by  more  than  five  oUters,  in 
which  it  is  no  less  clearly  applied  to 
denote  the  totality  of  a lower  notion.,  of 
which  a higher  is  predicated — passages 
in  which  the  word  whole  (2Aos)  is  used 
convertibly  with  all  (v5y).  .See,  for 
example.  An.  7V.  II.  ii.  8 5,  § 16— iii. 
§ 5,  S 7 {his),  § 13  (M.  § 14,  § Ifi-iv. 


§ 6 {bis),  § 8.  § 10.  § 12  {bis)—TXil  § 7. 
§ 8 — xxiii.  § 4. 

But  in  the  second  place,  (and  this  is 
directly  subversive  of  the  counter-opi- 
nion, even  in  the  princi|>al  of  the  few 
passages  where  the  term  whole  is  used 
forc/<tM,)  the  lower  notion  may  be  in 
or  under  the  higher  only  partieularly  / 
and  this  manifestly  shows  that  Aris- 
totle could  not  (WHsibly  mean,  by  mere- 
ly saying,  that  one  thing  is  in  another, 
as  in  a class,  that  it  is  so,  unexclusivtly 
or  universally.  Compare  .^n.  Pr,  I.  iv. 
§§  2,  3,  10.  On  this  interpretation, 
Darii  and  Ferio  would  there  be  an- 
nulled; a S]>ecial  result  which  ought  to 
have  startled  the  logicians  into  a doubt 
of  tbe  accuracy  of  the  received  doctrine 
in  general*  (See,  instar  omnium,  Paci- 
us,  in  his  relative  Notes  and  Commen- 
tary.) 

That  doctrine  must,  therefore,  be 
abandoned,  and  the  rule  reduced  to  a 
definition,  read  in  the  following  signi- 
fication : — **  But  to  say  that  one  thing 
M in  the  whole  of  anotlwr,  as  in  a sub- 
ject, and  to  jrredicate  one  OAng  univer- 
sally of  another,  are  merely  various  ex- 
pressions of  the  same  meaning.”  This, 
in  fact,  is  just  the  preliminary  explan- 
ation of  the  two  ordinary  modes  of 
stating  a ])ro{K>sition,  subsccjuentlyused 
by  Aristotle.  Here,  in  both  convert- 
ibles, he  descends  from  extension  to 
comprehension,  from  the  predicate  to 
the  subject ; and  the  ingenious  exposi- 
tion by  the  commentators,  old  and 
new,  of  the  inverse  intention  of  the 
philosopher  in  the  two  clauses,  must 
be  rcgarde<l  as  erroneous. 
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22,  23,  et  alihi).  That  his  custom  to  draw  universal  conclu- 
sions in  Third  Figure  and  affirmative  in  Second  “ with  allow- 
ance of  simple  conversion  in  certain  universal  affirmatives. 

4.  Tliat  particular  not  in  negative  predicate,  absurd  in  ov  iras, 
71071  07nnis. 

Aristotle’s  doctrine  of  Predesignation. 

1°,  How  can  Aristotle,  on  his  doctrine,  make  universal  terms 
taken  indifferently,  or  without  predesignation,  be  tantamount  to 
particulars  ? {An.  Prior.,  I.  c.  4,  § 13,  Org.  Pacii,  p.  135,  alibi.) 

2°,  An.  Prior.,  I.  c.  27,  § 7.  He  says,  as  elsewhere,  “ a proposi- 
tion being  indefinite,  [preindesignate],  it  is  not  clear  whether  it 
be  universal ; when,  however,  it  is  definite,  [predesignate],  that 
is  manifest.”  Contrast  this  statement  with  his  doctrine  of  the  aJU. 

\ 

3°,  There  are  syllogisms  in  Aristotle  which  are  only  valid 
through  the  quantity  of  the  predicate.^ 

4’,  Aristotle  requires,  though  he  does  not  admit,  the  universal 
prsdesignation  of  the  predicate  in  his  syllogism  of  Induction. 
Vide  An.  Prior.,  L ii.,  c.  23,  § 4,  Organon  Pacii,  p.  399.  (Com- 
pare also  his  doctrine,  p.  396.) 


II. — Alexander  Aphkodisiensis. 

Alexander  Aphrodisiensis,  in  his  commentary  on  the  first  book 
of  the  Prior  Analytics,  and  in  reference  to  the  second  passage  of 
Aristotle,  states  as  follows : — 

“ And  in  the  book  of  Enounccmcnt  Aristotle  explains,  why  he 
there  says  : — that  to  predicate  the  universal  of  a universal  pre- 
dicate is  not  true ; for  there  will  be  no  proposition,  if  in  it  we 
predicate  the  universal  of  the  universal,  as,  ‘ All  man  is  aU  ani- 
mal’ He  repeats  the  same  also  here ; showing  how  it  is  useless 
to  attempt  thus  to  express  the  consecution  [of  higher  from  lower 
notions] ; and  adds,  that  it  is  not  only  useless,  but  impossible. 
For  it  is  iTnpossible,  that  ‘ all  man  ’ should  be  ‘ all  animal,’  as 
[useless  to  say,  {axpija-Tov  elneu/  must  have  dropt  out),]  that 
‘ all  man  is  all  risible.’  We  must  not,  therefore,  apply  the  ‘ all  ’ 
to  the  consequent,  [or  predicate,]  but  to  that  from  which  it  fol- 
a See  below,  p.  353.  — Ed.  P Sec  below,  p.  35.3. — Ed. 
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lows,  [or  subject.]  For  ‘ inau  ’ is  to  be  taken  universally,  as 
that  from  which  ‘ animal  ’ follows,  supposing  this  to  be  the  con- 
sequent of  ‘ all  man.’  Thus  shall  we  obtain  a stock  of  universal 
propositions.  The  process  is  the  same,  in  making  ‘ man  ’ the 
consequent  on  its  proper  ‘ all ; ’ but  ‘ man  ’ is  not  consequent  on 
‘ aU  biped,’  but  on  ‘ all  mtional’ 

“The  words,  ‘as  we  express  ourselves,’  mean — as  we  express 
ourselves  in  common  usage.  For  we  say,  that  ‘ all  man  is,’  simply, 
‘ animal,’  and  not  ‘ all  animal,’  and  that  ‘ all  pleasure  is  natural,’ 
not  ‘ all  natural ; ’ prefixing  the  ‘ all,’  not  to  the  consequent,  but 
to  the  subject  from  which  the  predicate  follows.”  (Edd.  Aid.  f. 
100  aj  Junt.,  f.  122  a;  Compare  Aid.,  f.  86  a;  Junt.,  f.  105  a.) 


III. — Ammonius  IIekmi^. 

Ammonius  llennioe,  In  de  interp.  c.  vii.  § 4 (Aldine  edi- 
tions, of  1503,  sig.  C.  vii.  et  seq.,  of  1546,  ff.  70,  74.) 

“ In  these  words  Aristotle  inquires  : — Wiether,  as  the  annex- 
ation of  the  Affirmative  Predesignatiou  (wpoaBiopicrpoi)  to  the 
Subject  constitutes  one  distinct  class  of  propositions,  the  same 
annexation  to  the  Predicate,  may  not,  likewise,  constitute  an- 
other ; and  he  answers,  that  the  supposition  is  absolutely  ground- 
less. Thus  the  enouncement — ‘ all  [or  eveiy]  man  is  all  [or 
every]  animal'  (ttcL?  avdptniros  irw  (,d>ov  eori) — asserts  that 
‘ each  man  is  aU  animal  ’ — as  horse,  ox,  &c.  But  this  proposi- 
tion is  impossible ; as  is  shown  by  Aristotle  in  his  here  omitting 
the  word  ‘ true.’  For  no  affirmation  can  be  true,  in  which  the 
universal  is  predicated  of  a universal  predicate ; that  is,  in  which 
the  universal  predesignation  is  added  to  a universal  predicate  ; as 
when  we  say  that  ‘ man  ’ (of  whom  ‘ all,’  or,  as  he  says,  univer- 
sally, ‘ animal  ’ is  predicated),  is  not  simply  ‘ animal,’  but  ‘ all 
animal.’  He,  therefore,  teaches,  that  such  an  affirmation,  as 
utterly  untrue,  is  utterly  incompetent 

" Neither  does  Aristotle  allow  the  predesignation  ‘ some  ’ to  be 
annexed  to  the  predicate,  that  propositions  may,  thereby,  become 
true,  always  or  occasionally.  For  logicians,  (as  they  do  not  pro- 
pose to  themselves  every  superfluous  variety  of  enunciation,)  are 
prohibited  from  considering  propositions,  (not  only  those  always 
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true  or  always  false,  but  those)  which  express  no  difference  in 
reference  to  necessary  or  impossible  matter,  and  afford  us  abso- 
lutely no  discrimination  of  truth  from  falsehood.  Thus,  parti- 
cular propositions,  which  may  be  alternatively  true  and  false, 
ought  not  to  have  a predesignated  predicate.  For  in  a proposi- 
tion, which  has  all  their  power,  without  any  predesignation  of 
its  predicate, — why  should  we  prefer  to  the  simpler  expression, 
that  which  drags  about  with  it  a superfluous  additament  ? Why, 
for  example,  instead  of — ‘ All  man  is  some  animal,’  [I  read,  Ti 
^wov],  or,  ‘ All  man  is  not  all  animal,’  “ should  we  not  say — 
‘ All  man  is  animal,’  and  in  place  of — ‘ jUI  man  is  no  stone,’  not 
say, — ‘Ail  man  is  not  stone  ;’  or,  what  is  a simpler  and  more 
natural  enouncement  still, — ‘ No  man  is  stone.’ 

“ And  when  we  find  some  of  the  ancients  teaching  that  the 
particular  affirmative  predesignation  is  to  be  connected  with  the 
predicate,  as  when  Aristotle  liimself  styles  the  soul  a certain 
(some)  entelechy  (cpreX^eiap  Tiva),  and  Plato,  rhetoric  a cer- 
tain (some)  experience  (ifJLTreLpiav  riva),  it  is  to  be  observ'ed 
that  the  ‘ some  ’ is  there  added  for  the  sake  of  showing,  that  the 
predicate  is  not  convertible  with  the  subject,  but  is  its  genus, 
and  requires  the  adding  on  of  certain  differences  in  order  to 
render  it  the  subject’s  definition. 

“ But,  add  they,  is  not  the  reasoning  of  Aristotle  refuted  by 
fact  itself,  seeing  that  we  say,  ‘All  man  is  capable  of  all  science ;’ 
thus  truly  connecting  the  univemal  predesignation  with  the  uni- 
versal predicate  ? The  answer  is  this : — that,  in  truth  it  is  not 
the  predicate  to  which  we  here  annex  the  ‘ all.’  For  what  is 
predicated,  is  what  is  said  of  the  subject.  But  what  is  here  said 
of  man  is,  not  that  he  is  ‘ science,’  but  that  he  is  ‘ capable  of 
science.’  If,  therefore,  the  ‘ all  ’ were  conjoined  with  the  ‘ cap- 
able ’ and  the  proposition  then  to  remain  true,  as  when  we  say — 
‘ all  man  is  all  capable  of  science ; ’ in  that  case,  the  reasoning  of 
Aristotle  would  be  refuted.  But  this  proposition  is  necessarily 
false.  It,  in  fact,  asserts  nothing  less,  than  that  of  men,  each 
individual  is  all  the  kind ; — that  Socrates  is  not  Socrates  only,  but 


a It  will  be  observed,  that  Artimo- 
niua  docs  oot  attempt  an  equivalent 
for  this  proposition.  In  fact  it  is  im- 
possible on  the  common  or  Aristotclic 


doctrine  ; and  tliis  impossibility  itself 
ought  to  have  opened  his  eyes  upon 
the  insnfiiaiency  of  the  view  ho  main- 
tained. 
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also  Plato,  Alcibiades,  and,  in  short,  every  other  man.  For,  if  'all 
man  is  aU  capable  of  science,’  Socrates  [in  either  case]  being  one 
of  the  ‘ all,’  is,  therefore,  himself  ‘ all  capable  of  science ; ’ so  that 
Socrates  will  be  Plato,  Alcibiades,  &c.,  since  they  also  are  capable 
of  science.  For  if  Socrates  be  not,  at  once,  Plato,  Alcibiades, 

&c.,  neither  wUl  he  be  ‘ all  capable  of  science.’ 

“ Now,  that  we  ought  not  to  prefix  the  universal  affirmative 
predesignation  to  the  predicate,  (whether  the  predicate  be  more 
general  than  the  subject,  as  ‘AU  man  is  all  animal,’  or,  whether 
they  be  coadequate,  as  ‘All  man  is  aU  risible,’) — this  is  manifest 
from  what  has  been  said.  Even  when  the  terras  are  coadequate  or 
reciprocating,  the  proposition  runs  into  the  absurd.  For,  declaring 
that  ‘ aU  man  is  aU  risible,’  it  virtually  declares,  that  each  indi- 
vidual man  is  identical  with  aU  men ; that  Socrates,  in  that  he  is 

a man,  is  ‘ aU  risible,’  consequently,  ‘ all  man.’ 

“ But  why  is  it,  that  the  predicate  is  intolerant  of  the  prede- 
signation ‘ all,’  though  this  be  akin  to  the  counter-predesigna- 
tion ‘ no  ’ or  ‘ none  ’ ? Is  it  because  the  affirmative  predicate,  if 
predicated  universally,  tends  always  to  contain  imder  it  the  sub- 
ject, and  this  not  only  when  itself  coadequate  with  the  subject, 
but  when  transcending  the  subject  in  extension  ; while,  more- 
over, through  a participation  in  its  proper  nature,  it  is  suited  to 
bind  up  and  reduce  to  unity  the  multitude  of  individuals  of 
which  the  subject  is  the  complement  ? For,  as  Aristotle  previ- 
ously observed, — ‘ The  all  does  not  indicate  the  universal,  but 
that  [the  universal  predicate  inheres  in,  or  is  attributed  to,  the 
subject]  universally’  If,  therefore,  the  affirmative  predicate  thus 
tend  to  collect  into  one  what  are  by  nature  distracted,  in  virtue 
of  having  been  itself  previously  recognised  as  simple  ; in  this 
case,  the  ‘ all,’  [superadded  to  this  universal  predicate,  in  fact,] 
cnmmces  not  a imity,  but  a multitude  of  several  things, — things 
which  it  is  manifestly  unable  to  complicate  into  reciprocity. — 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  since  what  is  negatively  predicated  of, 
is  absolutely  separated  from,  the  subject ; we  are,  consequently, 
enabled  to  deny  of  the  subject  all  under  the  predicate,  as  in 
saying,  ‘ All  man  is  no  stone.’  We  may  indeed  condense  this 
proposition,  and  say  more  simply,  ‘ All  man  is  not  stone ; ’ or 
more  simply  still,  ‘ No  man  is  stone  ; ’ thus  dispensing  with  the 
affirmative  predesignation  in  a negative  proposition. 
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IV. — Boethius. 

Boethius,  In  Librum  de  Interpretatume,  editio  secunda,  et  in 
textum  laudatum.  Opera,  p.  348. 

“ What  he  says  is  to  this  purport: — Every  simple  proposition 
consists  of  two  terms.  To  these  there  is  frequently  added  a deter- 
mination either  of  universality  or  of  particularity;  and  to  which 
of  the  two  parts  these  determinations  are  to  bo  added,  he  ex- 
pounds. It  appears  to  Aristotle  that  the  determination  ought  not 
to  be  conjoined  to  the  predicate  term  ; for  in  this  proposition, — 
‘ Man  is  animal  ’ {Homo  est  animal^  it  is  inquired  whether  the 
determination  ought  to  be  coupled  with  the  subject,  so  that  it  shall 
l)e — ‘ All  man  is  animal  ’ (Omnis  homo  animal  est) ; or  with  the 
predicate,  so  that  it  shall  be, — ‘ Man  is  all  animal  ’ {Homo  omne 
animal  est) ; or  with  both  the  one  and  the  other,  so  that  it  shall 
be,  ' All  man  is  all  animal  ’ {Omnis  homo  omne  animal  est).  But 
neither  of  these  latter  alternatives  is  competent.  For  the  deter- 
mination is  never  joined  to  the  predicate,  but  exclusively  to  the 
subject;  seeing  that  all  predication  is  either  greater  than  the  sub- 
ject, or  equal  Thus  in  this  proposition — ‘ All  man  is  animal  ’ 
{omnis  homo  animal  est),  ' animal  ’ [the  predicate]  is  greater  than 
‘ man’  [the  subject];  and,  again,  in  the  proposition — ‘ Man  is  ris- 
ible’ {homo  risibilis  es(),  ‘risible’  [the  predicate]  is  equated  to  ‘man’ 
[the  subject] ; but  that  the  predicate  should  be  less  and  narrower 
than  the  subject  is  impossible.  Therefore,  in  those  predicates 
which  are  greater  than  the  subject,  as,  for  example,  where  the 
predication  is  ‘ animal,’  the  proposition  is  manifestly  false,  if  the 
determination  of  universality  be  added  to  the  predicate  term. 
For  if  we  say,  ‘ Man  is  animal,’  (homo  est  animal),  we  contract 
‘ animal,’  which  is  greater  than  ‘ man,’  by  this  determination  to 
[an  identity  of  extension  with]  ‘ man,’  the  subject,  although  the 
predicate,  ‘ animal,’  may  be  applied  not  only  to  ‘man,’  but  to 
many  other  objects.  Moreover,  in  those  [subjects  and  predicates] 
which  are  equal,  the  same  occurs;  for  if  I say,  ‘All  man  is  all 
risible,’  {omnis  homo  omne  risibile  est), — in  the  first  place,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  nature  of  man  itself,  it  is  superjluous  to  adject  the  deter- 
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mination  ; and,  a^ain,  if  this  be  added  to  all  several  men,  the  pro- 
position becomes  false,  for  when  I say,  ‘ All  man  is  all  risible,’  by 
this  I seem  to  signify  that  the  severid  men  are  [each  of  them]  ‘ all 
risible,’  which  is  absurd.  The  determination  is,  therefore,  to  be 
placed  not  to  the  predicate  but  to  the  subject.  But  the  words  of 
Aristotle  are  thus  reduced  to  the  following  import: — In  those  pre- 
dicates v'hich  are  universal,  to  add  to  tlu'in  aiii/ht  universal,  so  that 
the  universal  predicate  may  he  prediented  universally,  is  not  true, 
Tor  this  is  what  ho  says — ‘ In  the  case  of  a universal  predicate,’ 
(tliat  is,  in  a proposition  which  has  an  universal  predicate),  ‘ to 
predicate  the  universal,  itself  universally,  is  not  true.’  For  in  an 
universal  predicate,  that  is,  which  is  universal  and  is  itself  predi- 
cated, in  this  case  univereally  to  predicate  the  predicate,  which  is 
universal,  that  is,  to  adject  to  it  a determination  of  universality,  is 
not  true;  for  it  cannot  be  that  any  affirmation  should  be  true  in 
which  a universal  determination  is  predicated  of  a predicate  uni- 
versally distributed;  and  he  illustrates  the  conception  of  the  mat- 
ter by  the  e.xample,  ‘All  man  is  all  animal  ’ {omnis  homo  omne  ani- 
mal est),  of  the  incompctency  of  which  we  have  already  spoken.” 

Boethius,  In  Libritm  dc  Interpretatione,  editio  prima  Opera 
p.  236.  (Text  so  wretchedly  printed  that  the  sense  must  be  con- 
stituted by  the  reader.) 

[Aristotle,  c.  viL  § 4.]  In  what  is  predicated  as  an  univer- 
sal, to  predicate  the  universal  universally  is  not  true.’ 

“In  this  sentence  he  instructs  us  what  is  the  place  to  which  the 
determination  of  universality  should  be  rightly  added.  For  he 
teaches  that  the  universality,  which  we  call  the  universal  deter- 
mination, is  to  be  connected  with  the  subject  term,  never  with  the 
predicate.  For  were  we  to  say — ‘ All  man  is  animal,’  (omnis 
homo  animal  est),  we  should  say  rightly,  annexing  the  ‘all’ 
to  the  subject,  that  is,  to  the  tenn  ‘man.’  But  if  we  thus 
speak — ‘ All  man  is  all  animal,’  (omnis  homo  omne  animal  est), 
we  should  speak  falsely.  He,  therefore,  does  not  say  this,  [in  tlie 
words] — ‘ in  what  is  predicated  as  an  universal,’  as  ‘ animal  ’ of 
‘ man ;’  for  animal  is  universal,  being  predicated  of  ‘ all  man.’ 
[But  he  says] — To  predicate  this  universal  itself,  ‘animal,’  to  wit, 
universally,  so  that  we  enounce — ‘All  animal  is  man,  (omne  ani- 
mal esse  hominem),  is  not  true;  for  he  allows  this  to  be  rightly 
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done  neither  in  these  nor  in  any  other  affirmation. a He  adds, 
therefore : — ‘ For  no  affirmation  will  be  true  in  which  a universal 
predicate  shall  be  universally  predicated,  as  “ All  man  is  all  ani- 
mal” (omnia  homo  est  omne  animal).’ 

“Why  this  happens,  I will  explain  in  a few  words.  Tlie 
Predicate  is  always  greater  than  the  Subject,  or  equal  to  it. 
Greater,  as  when  I say,  ‘ Man  is  animal,’  (homo  animal  est) : hero 
‘ animal  ’ is  predicated,  ‘ man  ’ is  subjected ; for  animal  is  predi- 
cated of  more  objects  than  man.  Again,  it  is  equal  when  we  thus 
speak — ‘Man  is  risible’  (homo  risibilis  est)\  here  ‘man’  is  the 
subject,  ‘risible’ the  predicate.  But ‘man’  and  ‘risible’  are  equal; 
for  it  is  proper  to  man  to  be  a risible  animaL  But  that  the  Predi- 
cate should  be  found  less  than  the  Subject  is  impossible.  Is  the 
Predicate  the  greater  ? Then,  to  adject  the  universal  to  the  Predi- 
cate, IS  false,  as  in  the  example  he  himself  has  given — ‘ All  man  is 
aU  animal,’  (omnis  homo  omne  animal  est).  Is  it  equal  ? Then, 
the  adjection  is  superfluous,  as  if  one  should  say,  ‘All  man  is  all 
risible,’  (omnis  homo  omne  risibile  est).  MTierefore,  to  predicate 
a universal  predicate  universally  is  incompetent.” 


V. — AVERROEa 


Averroes,  rerihermcnias,  L.  I.  c.  v. 

“ Propositions  are  not  divided  from  the  conjunction  of  the  pre- 
designation (dausnrm)  with  the  predicate ; because  the  predesig- 
nation, when  added  to  the  predicate,  constitutes  a false  or  a super- 
Jlvous  proposition  : — False,  as  ‘ All  man  is  aU  animal’  (omnis 
homo  est  omne  animal) ; superfluous,  as  ‘ All  man  is  some  ’ or  ‘ a 
certain  animal,’  (omnis  homo  est  quoddum  animal).”  Vide  Con- 
imbricenses.  In  Arist.  Dial.,  ii.  158. 


a The  Coimbra  Jesuits  (Sebastianus 
Centos,  1606),  erroneously  make  ISoe- 
thius  and  Averroes  opjiose  Aristotle, 
“thinking  that  the  sign  of  universality 
may  be  annexed  to  the  predicate  of  a 
universal  proi>osition,  when  it  is  coex- 
tensive with  the  subject,”  (cut  locum, 
ii.  p.  158).  This,  a mistake,  has  been 
cojiied  by  their  brother  Jesuit,  P.  Val- 


lius  of  Rome,  in  his  mighty  Logic  (ad 
locum).  With  Boethius  he  joins  Levi 
Gersonides ; — he  means  the  Rabbi  Levi 
Den  Gerson,  of  Catalonia,  who  died  at 
Perpignan  in  1370,  who  wrote  on  The- 
ology, Philoso])hy,  Mathematics,  and 
Logic.  .See  .Tocher  v.  Aevi,  from  Barto. 
locci  and  W'ulf. 
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VI. — Albertus  Magnl’s. 

Alliertus  Magnus,  Perihermenias,  L.  I.,  Tractatus\.  c.  1,  {Op. 
d.  Lugd.  1651,  t.  i.  p.  201). 

[“  Ly  ‘omnis’  non  est  universale,  sed  signum  universalitatis. 
Quare  ly  ‘omnis’  et  liujusinodi  signa  distributiva  non  sunt  uui- 
versalia,  secundum  Avicennain.]  Hoc  euim  signum  distri- 
butivum,  quod  est  omnis,  non  est  universale,  proprie  loquendo: 
sed  est  signum  per  quod  stat  pro  particularibus  universaliter  uni- 
versale, cui  tale  signum  est  adjunctum.  Causa  autem,  quare  non 
sit  universale,  est : — quia,  quamvis  secundum  grammaticum  sit 
nomen  appellativum,  hoc  est,  multis  secundum  natune  suae  apti- 
tudinem  conveniens ; tamen  est,  secundum  fomiam,  iufinitum, 
nullam  enim  naturam  unam  dicit.  Propter  quod  ornnie  natune 
communis  est  distributivum.  Universale  autem  est,  quod  est  in 
multis  et  de  multis,  suae  naturae  suppositis.  Ideo  omnis,  et 
niillus,  et  hujusmodi  signa  universalia  esse  non  possunt;  sed 
sunt  signa  designantia  utmm  universale  sit  acceptum  univer- 
saliter vel  particulariter,  secundum  sua  suppositau  Et  haec  sunt 
verba  Avicennae. 

["Quare  signum  universale  non  sit  ponendum  a parte 
praedicatL]  In  subjecto  universali  signum  distributivum  ordi- 
nandum : quia  per  divisionem  subjecti  pnedicatum  partibus 
attribuitur  subjecti,  ut  divisim  participent  id  per  praedica- 
tionem,  et  non  in  praaedicato  ponendum  : quia  quum  pnedicatum 
formaliter  sit  acceptum,  non  proprie  dividitur,  nisi  alterius,  hoc 
est,  subjecti  divisione:  sed  inacqualiter  redditur  subjecto  et 
partibus  ejus.  Unde  id  quod  est  universale,  praedicari  potest,  ut 
Omnis  homo  est  animal ; sed  universale  universaliter  acceptum 
non  potest  praedicari : nulla  enim  vera  aftirmatio  esse  potest,  in 
qua  de  universali  aliquo  praedicato  predicetur  sive  praedicatio 
fiat ; quoniam  universaliter  sic  patet,  quod  falsum  est,  Omnis 
homo  est  omne  animal,  et  si  ponatnr,  quod  Nullum  animal  sit 
nisi  homo.  Cum  enim  homo  subjiciatur  gratia  partium  suarum, 
et  pnedicata  formaliter  accipiantnr,  oportct  quod  Quilihet  homo 
essel  omne  animal,  quod  falsum  est.” 
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VII. — Lbvi  Ben  Geeson. 

Levi  Bea  Gerson  (or  Levi  Gersonides),  a Jewish  philosopher, 
who  died  in  1370  at  Perpignan,  wrote  commentaries  on  Averroes’ 
Commentary  upon  the  logical  books  of  Aristotle.  The  following 
is  what  he  says  on  Averroes’  doctrine  touching  the  quantification 
of  the  predicate,  as  it  is  found  (f.  39)  in  the  Venice  (folio)  edition, 
of  1552,®  of  the  works  of  Aristotle  and  Averroes : — "Although 
it  be  not  necessary  that  when  the  quantitative  note  is  attached  to 
the  predicate,  this  should  be  false  or  superfluous,  seeing  that  it 
may  be  neither,  as  when  we  say,  ‘All  man  is  all  rational ; ' and  the 
same  holds  good  in  all  other  reciprocating  propositions  ; — never- 
theless, as  in  certain  matters  it  may  so  happen,  Aristotle  has  de- 
clared that  the  quantitative  note  is  not  to  be  joined  to  the  predi- 
cate in  any  language.  But  it  may  be  here  objected,  that  if  this 
be  the  case,  the  quantitative  note  should  not  be  annexed  even  to 
the  subject,  since  there  too  it  may  bo  either  false  or  superfluous. 
Superfluous : — As  when  we  say,  ‘ Some  animal  is  rational.’  For 
the  very  same  follows  here,  as  if  we  simply  say,  ‘ Animal  is  ra- 
tional ; ’ the  ‘ some,’  therefore,  is  superfluous.  False : — As  when 
we  say,  ‘All  animal  is  rational’  The  reason,  therefore,  assigned 
by  Aristotle  why  the  quantitative  note  should  not  be  annexed  to 
the  predicate,  is  futile,  seeing  that  for  the  same  reason  it  should 
not  be  connected  with  the  subject.  To  this  we  may  answer : 
That  the  cause  why  the  quantitative  note  is  not  usually  conjoined 
with  the  predicate,  is,  that  there  would  thus  be  two  quaesita  at 
once, — to  wit,  whether  the  predicate  were  affirmed  of  the  subject, 
and,  moreover,  whether  it  were  denied  of  everything  beside.  For 
when  we  say,  ‘All  man  is  all  rational,’  we  judge  that  all  man  is 
mtioual,  and  judge,  likewise,  that  rational  is  denied  of  all  but 
man.  But  these  are  in  reality  two  different  quaesita ; and  there- 
fore it  has  become  usual  to  state  them,  not  in  one,  but  in  two 
several  propositions.  And  this  is  self-evident;  seeing”  that  a 
quajsitum,  in  itself,  asks  only — Does,  or  does  not,  this  inhere  in 
that  ? and  not — Does  this  inhere  in  that,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
inhere  in  nothing  else  ? ” 

a Not  in  the  8vo  edition  of  these  works.  Venice,  1560. 
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VIII. — The  Masters  of  Louvain. 

Facullatis  Artium  in  Academia  Lovanknsi  Cmnmentaria  in 
Arixtolclis  Libras  dc  Dialectica  (153.5),  Tr.  iii.  c.  l,p.  162,  ed- 
1547. 

Speaking  of  the  te.xt  in  the  Dc  Intcrpretatione,  the  Masters, 
inter  alia,  allege : “ But  if  it  be  even  elegantly  said  by  a poet — 
‘ Nemo  est  omnis  homo,’ — ‘ Non  omnes  omnibus  artes  ’ — [pro- 
verb, ‘ Uuus  homo  nullus  homo ’],  why  may  we  not  contradict 
this  aptly,  howbeit  falsely, — ‘ Aliquis  est  omnis  homo’?  Why, 
(they  say),  do  you  determine  the  predicate  by  the  note  of  uni- 
versality, seeing  that  the  quantity  of  the  proposition  is  not  to  be 
sought  from  the  predicate,  but  from  the  subject  ? We  answer, — 
Because  we  wish  to  express  a certain  meaning  in  words,  which 
by  no  others  can  be  done.  But  if  the  mark  of  universality  could 
only  be  employed  in  changing  the  quantity  of  propositions,  it 
would  not  be  lawful  to  annex  it  to  the  part  of  the  predicate.  We 
have,  therefore,  thought  these  few  cautions  requisite  to  evince 
that  what  is  condemned  by  these  critics  for  its  folly,  is  not  in- 
continently sophistical  or  foolish  babbling.  But  as  to  the  uni- 
versal rule  which  Aristotle  enounces, — ‘ No  affirmation  will  be 
true,’  &c. — it  is  sufficient  if  it  hold  good  in  the  majority  of  cases  ; 
whether  the  predicate  exceed  the  subject,  as  ‘ All  man  is  all  ani- 
mal,’ be  its  equal,  as,  ‘ All  man  is  all  risible,’ — or  its  inferior,  as 
[‘  Some]  animal  is  all  man.’  In  a few  cases,  however,  the  excep- 
tion is  valid  ; as, — ‘ This  sun  is  every  sun,’  ‘ One  j)hcenix  is  all 
phrenix,’  and  some  others.  Nor  are  these  futile  subtleties,  since 
reason  herself  approves.” 

IX. — Titius  and  Ridiger. 

The  only  notice  of  these  speculations  of  Titius,®  which  I have 
met  with  in  any  subsequent  pbilosopher,  (and  I speak  from  an 

a [Titius,  An  CogUandi^  o.  vi.  § 36  dicatum  non  penitus  negligendam  vide- 
tt  has  the  following  relative  to  batur,  ceu  vulgo  in  hoc  tractatione  fieri 
the  quantification  of  the  predicate  : — solct,  nam  et  hiijiisqaantitatem  obscr* 
**  Licet  autem  Propositionum  quantitas  vasse  utile  est,  et  crediderim  ct  disqui* 
ex  Suhjecto  o?stimGtnr,  attamen  Pne-  sitionis  hnjna  neglcctu  varios  errorea 
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inspection  of  several  hundred  logical  systems,  principally  by 
Gemans),  is  his  friend  Eidiger’s ; who  in  his  elaborate  work  De 
Sensu  Veri  et  Falsi,  first  published  some  eight  years  subsequently, 
(in  1709,  but  I have  only  the  second  edition  of  1722),  attempts  a 
formal  refutation  of  the  heresy  of  a quantified  predicate.  It  was 
only,  however,  after  “ the  most  manifest  demonstrations  of  the 
falsehood  of  this  novel  prejudice  had  been  once  and  again  pri- 
vately communicated  to  his  very  learned  friend,”  (Titius  ?),  that 
Eidiger  became  at  length  tired,  as  he  expresses  it,  “ of  washing 
a brick,”  and  laid  the  polemic  before  the  public.  It  was  not  cer- 
tainly the  cogency  of  this  refutation  which  ought  to  have  thrown 
the  counter  opinion  into  oblivion ; but  this  refutation,  such  as  it 
is,  though  with  nothing  new,  is  deserving  of  attention,  as  pre- 
senting the  most  elaborate  discussion  of  the  question  to  be  met 
with,  after  Ammonius,  and  in  modem  times.  But  the  whole 
argument  supposes  certain  foundations ; and  it  wdl  be  sufficient 


tarn  in  doctrioa  ConversionU,  quam 
Syllogistica  esse  exortos,  quoe  suis  locis 
videbimus.  Breviter  itaque  obaervan* 
diim,  in  propositionibiis  affirmatiWa, 
licet  uniTersalibus,  pnedicatum  pler< 
umqne  esse  pariiculart^  tribuique  sub- 
jecto  secundum  totam  quidem  auam 
comprtheMionenit  non  vero  ext<*nswnan, 
. . . E contrario  in  propositionibiis 

negativis,  licet  particularibns,  pier* 
umque  praidicatum  est  universale^  ao 
tam  secundum  comprehenaionem  quam 
extensioncm  suam  totam,  a subjecto 
remoyetur.  . . . Interim  non  pu- 

tarem  affirmationcm  vel  negationem 
ipaam  diversam  illam  pnedicati  quan- 
titatem  necessario  postulare,  scnlcredi* 
derim  potius,  id  omne  a diverso  rerum 
et  idearum  habitu  oriri,  affirmationi 
vero  et  negationi  pnrdicati  quantita* 
tern  esse  velut  inditTerentem.  Nam 
plerumque  pra>dicata  siibjectis  sunt 
latiora;  quodsi  igitur  ilia  cum  his  com* 
ponas,  non  poterit  non  pnodicatum  par* 
ticulare  inde  emergere,  dum  noice  ad 
Bubjectum  rentringi  nequit,  sed  ad  alia 
quoque  extendi  aptum  manet.  Ast  si 
prsedicatum  a subjecto  removeas  ; uni- 
versale illud  erit,  cum  quicquid  in  cjiis 
vel  comprehensione  vel  extensione  est 


ab  hoc  sejungatur,  nec  imminuit  uni* 
versalitatem,  quod  idem  ab  aliis  sub* 
jectis  quoque  removeatur,  uam  si  pne* 
dicatum  aliis  etiam  conveniat*  turn 
quidem  uni  subjecto  non  potest  dici 
universaliter  tributum,  verum  si  de 
multis  negetur,  )>otest  nihilominus  de 
certo  aliquo  subjecto  universaliter 
quoque  negari.  Quodsi  habitus  attri* 
but!  permittat,  poterit  aliqnando  pro* 
positio  affirmativa  prxdicatum  univer- 
sale, et  negativa  particulare  habere; 
nihil  enim  obstat,  quo  minus  aliquando 
totum  alteri  jungere,  vel  partem  ab 
eodem  removere  qneas.  Ha>c  itaque 
propositio  : — Omnis  homo  est 
habet  pnedicatum  universale,  si  risibi- 
litatem  pro  hominis  proprio  habeas; 
sicut  ha*, — NuHus  Turca  est  homo, 
(scil.  Chrisliaiius)^  vel  Quidam  m^di* 
cus  non  est  homo  7uidnm,-~pnedicatum 
particulare  continent,  dum  pan  solum 
com]irehensionis  et  exteosionis  remov* 
etUT.”  For  the  application  by  Titius, 
of  the  principle  of  a quantified  predi- 
cate to  the  doctrine  of  Conversion,  see 
above,  pp.  276,  277  ; and  to  the  theory 
of  Syllogism,  sec  below,  pp.  382,  383, 
and  Appendix  XI. — Ed.] 
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to  show  that  these  are  false,  to  dispose  of  the  whole  edifice  erected 
upon  them.  I ought  to  mention,  that  it  was  Ridiger’s  criticism 
which  first  directed  my  attention  to  the  original  of  Titius. 

“ Origo  autem  hujus  erroris  neglectus  notissimse  acquivocationis 
signorum  omnis  et  quidam  esse  videtur,  qua  hmc  signa,  vel  collec- 
tive sumi  possunt,  vel  distributive.  Priori  modo,  quantitas  in 
praedicato  concepta  sensum  quidem  infert  non  penitus  absurdum, 
coeterum  propositionem  constituit  identicam  et  frustraneam." 
Eidiger  then  goes  on  to  a more  detailed  statement  of  what  he  sup- 
poses to  be  the  grounds  on  which  the  erroneous  opinion  proceeds.” 
First  Case. — “ Verbi  gratia,  Qmddam  animal  est  omnis  homo  ; 
hoc  est.  Species  qvasdam  animalis,  homo  nempe,  omne  id,  quod 
homo  est : quod  alium  sensmn  habere  nullum  potest,  quam  quod 
omnis  homo  sit  homo : sic  autem  collective  sumitur  et  siguum 
subject!  et  signum  proedicati.”  This  objection  is  absurd,  for  it  is 
suicidal ; applying  equally  to  the  proposition  which  the  objector 
holds  for  good,  and  to  that  which  he  assails  as  bad.  All  man  is 
(some)  animal.  Here,  is  not  animal  or  some  animal,  just  a cer- 
tain species  of  animal,  and  is  not  this  species,  man,  to  wit,  all 
that  is  man,  and  nothing  else  ? There  is,  consequently,  the  same 
tautology  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other ; and  if  we  are  blamed 
for  only  virtually  saying,  by  the  former,  “ All  man  is  man,”  does 
the  objector  say  a whit  more  than  this,  by  the  latter?  Ridiger 
goes  on : “ Quodsi  vel  alterum  signum,  vel  utrumque,  distributive 
sumatur,  semper  absurdus  erit  propositionis  seusus.” 

Second  Casa — " Verbi  gratia,  sumatur  utrumque  signum  dis- 
tributive,  sensus  erit,  Quaddam  individuum  animalis,  (v.  g.  Pc- 
trus,)  est  omne  individtium  hominis,  (v.  g.  Davus,  Oedipus)."  This 
is  a still  higher  flight  of  absurdity ; for,  to  refute  the  proposition, 
it  is  first  falsely  translated  into  nonsense.  Its  true  meaning, 
both  quantified  terms  being  taken  distributively,  is : — “ All  several 
men  are  some  several  animals,"  or,  “ Every  several  man  is  some 
several  animal’’ 

In  these  two  cases,  therefore,  all  is  correct,  and  the  objection 
from  the  identity  or  absurdity  of  a quantified  predicate,  null. 

Third  Case. — “ Sumatur  signum  subject!  distributive,  signum 
prasdicati  eollectivc,  sensus  erit : Quoddam  individuum  animalis 
est  universa  species  hominis.” 

a Second  Edition,  pp.  232,  302. 
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Fourth  Case. — “ Sumatur,  denique,  signum  subjecti  collective, 
signum  pnedicati  distriinitive,  sensus  erit : Qtucdam  species  ani- 
malis,  ut  universale  ct  prccdicabile,  cst  omne  individuum  hominis." 

In  regard  to  these  last  two  cases,  it  is  sufficient  to  refer  to 
what  has  been  already  said  in  answer  to  Aramonius  (p.  302) ; 
or  simply  to  recall  the  postulate,  that  in  the  same  logical  unity 
(proposition  or  syllogism)  the  terms  should  be  supposed  in  the 
same  sense.  If  this  postulate  be  obeyed,  these  two  cases  are 
inept,  and,  consequently,  the  objections  superfluous. 

Eidiger  then  proceeds  to  treat  us  with  four  long  “ demonstra- 
tions a priori"  and  to  one  elaborate  “ demonstration  a posteri- 
ori; ” but  as  these  are  all  founded  on  the  blunders  now  exposed, 
it  would  be  idle  to  refute  them  in  detail. 

Eidiger,  it  may  well  surprise  us,  howbeit  the  professed  cham- 
pion of  “the  old  and  correct  doctrine,"  is  virtually,  perhaps  uncon- 
sciously, a confe.ssor  of  the  truth  of  “ the  new  and  false  prejudice 
for  I find  him  propounding  four  several  syllogistic  forms,  three  of 
which  are  only  valid  through  the  universal  quantification  of  the 
predicate  in  affirmatives,  and  two,  (including  the  other  one),  pro- 
ceed on  a correct,  though  partial,  view,  opposed  to  that  of  the 
logicians,  touching  the  conclusion  of  the  Second  Figure,  (L.  II.  c. 
^^.)  I shall  insert  the  quantities,  operative  but  not  expressed. 

In  the  First  Figure. — “ At,  aut  ego  nihil  video,  aut  longe  natu- 
redior  est  hie  processus : — Quoddam  Jluidum  cst  [quoddam^  leve; 
qwddam  corpus  est  \omne\  Jluidum;  ergo  quoddam  corpus  est 
quoddam  leve;  quam  si  dicas,  &c.”  (§  34.) — Here  the  middle 
term  is,  and  must  be,  affirmatively  distributed  as  predicate. 


In  the  Second  Figure. — “Verbi  gratifl; — Quoddam  ens  est 
[ornne]  animal;  omnis  homo  est  [quoddam']  animal ; crgo,omnis 
homo  cst  [quoddam]  ens.  Hrec  conclusio  verissima,  &c.”  (§  39.) 
In  like  manner  the  middle  is  here  universally  quantifie.d  in  an 
affirmative. 


The  following,  Eidiger  (p.  330)  gives,  as  “ two  new  moods, 
which  cannot  be  dispensed  with.” — “ Quoddam  animal  est  [omnis] 
VOL.  II.  X 
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Ju»no ; milium  hrutum  est  [«//«.«]  homo;  rrgo,  quoddam  animal 
non  est  \idhim^  hrutum.”  Item: — "Quoddam  animal  rum  est 
homo ; omnis  eivia  est  \fiuidani\  homo ; ergo,  quoddam 
animal  non  est  [ulhcs]  civis.” — In  the  first  of  these,  the  middle, 
as  predicate,  is  affirmatively  distributed ; and  in  both  syllogisms, 
one  conclusion,  denied  by  the  logicians,  is  asserted  by  Ridiger, 
although  the  other,  which  involves  a predicate,  particular  and 
negative,  is  recognised  by  neither. 


X. — Godfrey  Ploucquet. 

Godfrey  Ploucquet,  a philosopher  of  some  account.  Professor 
of  Logic  and  Metaphysic  in  the  University  of  Tubingen,  by  various 
writings,  from  the  year  1759,  endeavoured  to  advance  the  science 
of  reasoning ; and  his  failure  was  perhaps  owing  more  to  the 
inadequacy  and  limitation  of  his  doctrine,  than  to  its  positive 
error.  To  say  nothing  about  his  attempt  to  reduce  Logic  to  a 
species  of  computation,  in  which  his  one-sided  views  came  into 
confliction  with  the  one-sided  views  of  Lambert, — he  undoubtedly 
commenced  auspiciously,  on  the  principle  of  aquantified  predicate. 
This,  like  a few  preceding  logicians,  he  certainly  saw  afforded  a 
mean  of  simplifying  the  conversion  of  propositions  but  he  did 
not  see  that  it  could  accomplish  much  more,  if  properly  applied, 
in  the  theory  of  syllogism.  On  the  contrary,  in  syllogistic  he  pro- 
fessedly returns,  on  mature  consideration,  to  the  ordinary  point 
of  view,  and  thinks  himself  successful  in  recalling  the  common 
doctrine  of  inference  to  a single  canon.  Tliat  canon  is  this : — 
The  terms  in  the  conclusion  are  to  be  taken  absolutely  in  the 
same  extension  which  they  hold  in  the  antecedent” — "Inconclusi- 
one  sint  termini  plane  iidem,  qui  in  prsemissis,  intuitu  quantita- 
tis.”  (Method us  tarn  demonstrandi  directe  omnee  syllogismorum 
species,  qvMm  vitia  formes  detegendi,  ope  unius  regulee; — Metho- 
dus  calcidandi  in  Logicis ; passim.  Both  in  1763).  This  rule, 
as  applied  to  his  logical  calculus,  he  thus  enounces : " Arrange 
the  terms  in  syllogistic  order ; strike  out  the  middle  ; and  the 

o An  extract  from  bia  Fumlamrnta  ing  the  quantification  of  the  predi- 
Philosop/tia;  SpnuIeUivoe,  1769,  con-  cate,  will  be  found  in  Mr  Baynea’  Es- 
taining  Plonoquet's  doctrine  touch-  say,  p.  128. 
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extremes  then  afford  the  conclusion." — " Deleatur  in  prsemissis 
medius  ; id  quoad  restat  indicat  conclusionem.”  [Methodus  cal- 
culandi,  passim ; EleimiUa  I’hilosophue  Contemplativa,  Logica, 
§ 122,  1778.)  This  rule  is  simple  enough,  but,  unfortunately,  it 
is  both  inadt-quaU  and  false.  Inadequate  (and  this  was  always 
sufficiently  apparent);  for  it  does  not  enable  us  to  ascertain,  (and 
tliese  the  principal  questions),  how  many  terms, — of  what  iden- 
tity— of  what  quantity — and  of  what  quality,  can  bo  legitimately 
placed  in  the  antecedent.  But  it  is  not  true,  (though  this  was 
never  signalised) ; for  its  peculiar  principle  is  falsified  by  eight  of 
the  thirty-six  moods,  to  wit,  in  affirmatives,  by  ix.,  x.,  xi.,  xii.,  and 
in  negatives,  by  ix.  b,  x.  a,  xi.  b,  xii.  a.“  In  all  these  the  quan- 
tity of  an  extreme  in  the  conclusion  is  less  than  its  quantity  in  the 
antecedent. — We  can  hardly,  therefore,  wonder  that  Ploucquet’s 
logical  speculations  have  been  neglected  or  contemned ; although 
their  author  be  an  independent  and  learned  thinker,and  his  works 
all  well  worthy  of  perusal.  But,  though  dismissed  by  Hegel  and 
other  German  logicians,  not  for  its  falsity,  with  supremo  con- 
tempt, Ploucquet’s  canon  has,  however,  found  its  admirers  in 
this  country,  where  I have  lately  seen  it  promulgated  as  original. 


XI. — Ulrich. 


Institutiones  Logica  et  Metaphysiccc,  § 171, 1785. — "Non  tan- 
tum  subjecto  sed  ei  pradicato,  ad  subjectum  relate,  sua  constat 
quantitas,  suumque  igitur  signum  quantitatis  praefigere  licet. 
Sed  hrnc  prsedicati  quantitas  ex  vetemm  pneceptis  scepe  justo 
minor  invenitur.  In  loco  de  conversione  distinctius  de  eo  ex- 
ponetur.”  In  that  place,  however,  nothing  of  the  kind  appears.^ 


a See  Table  of  Moods  below.  Ap- 
pendix XI. — Ed. 

a [That  the  Extension  of  Predicate 
is  always  reduced  to  Extension  of  Sub- 
ject, >.e.,  is  equivalent  to  it,  see  Pnr- 
chot,  ImtiU  Phil.  Loffica,  i.  pp.  123, 
125.  Tracy,  EUmens  (ThUoloffit,  t. 
iii..  Disc.  Prel.  pp.  92,  100.  Crousaz, 
Loyujw,  t.  iii.  p.  190.  Derodon,  Logi- 
ca Jlailitula,  P.  ii  c.  v.  art.  4,  p.  224. 
Boethius,  Opera,  p.  348,  (see  above,  p. 
313).  Sergeant,  ilcthml  to  Scierue,  B. 
ii.  Less,  i,  p.  127.  Beneke,  Lehrhuch 


tier  Logik,  | 150,  p.  100.  Stattler, 
Logica,  § 190. 

That  the  Predicate  has  quantity, 
and  potential  designation  of  it,  as  well 
as  the  Subject,  see  HofTbsuer,  A naly- 
tik  tier  Urtheile  und  SchlUese,  J 31  et 
leg.  huahert,  DeutechcrOelehrter  Brief • 
tcechsel.  Brief  vi.  vol.  i.  p.  395.  Plat- 
ner,  Philotoplutche  Aphorumen,  i.  § 
546.  Corvinus,  liietit.  Phil.  Bat.,  § 
413.  Conimbricenses,  7n  yfrisf.  Z*tat, 
t.  ii.  pp.  158,  28.3.  Scotus,  In  An. 
Prior.,  L.  i.  qu.  4,  f.  240 ; qu.  1.3,  ff. 
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VII. 

CANONS  OF  SYLLOGISM;  GENERAL  HISTORICAL 
NOTICES  AND  CRITICISM. 


A.  HISTOKICAL  NOTICES. 

(a)  QUOTATIONS  FROM  VARIOUS  LOGICIANS. 

(Collected  and  Translated  Autumn  1844.  See  above.  Vol.  I.  p.  303. — Ed.) 

* I. — David  Derodon. 


David  Derodon  (who  died  at  Geneva  in  1664,  and  had  previ- 
ously been  Professor  of  Philosophy  at  Die,  Orange  and  Nismes), 
was  a logician  of  no  little  fame  among  the  French  Huguenots ; 
the  study  of  his  works  was  (if  I recollect  aright)  even  formally 
recommended  to  the  brethren  of  their  communion,  by  one  of  the 
Gallican  Synods.  "Either  the  Devil  or  Doctor  Derodon,”  was  long 
a proverbial  expression  iu  France  for  the  authorship  of  an  acute 
argument ; and  the  “ Sepulchre  of  the  Mass"  has  been  translated 
into  the  vernacular  of  every  Calvinist  country. — Derodon  has 
left  two  systems  of  Logic ; a larger  {Logica  Reslituta,  1659),  and 
a smaller  {Logica  Contraeta,  1664),  both  published  in  4to  soon 
after  his  decease.®  I shall  quote  only  from  the  former. 

It  is  impossible  to  deny  Derodon’s  subtlety,  but  his  blunders 
unfortunately  outweigh  his  originality.  Leaving  Conversion  as  he 
found  it,  after  repeating,  with  approbation,  the  old  rules, — that 
the  predicate  is  not  to  be  overtly  quantified  universally,  (p.  573), 
but  to  be  taken,  in  aflBrmative  propositions,  particularly,  as  in 


254  b,  255  a;  qn.  14,  1.  256  b;  qu.  23, 
f.  273  a. 

For  iustauces  of  Aristotle  virtiukUy 
using  distributed  predicate,  see  ..4n. 

i.  6,  § 1.  Cf.  Zaborella,  ad  loc. 
Opera  Logica,  p.  735.  The  same,  In 
An.  Puat.,  L 2.  Opera,  p.  827,  and 
De  Qnarta  Figura  Syllog.,  Op.,  p.  123. 
The  adding  mark  of  universality  to 
predicate  is,  Aristotle  says,  “useless 
and  impossible"  (An.  Prior.,  i.  c.  27,  § 
9);  yet  see  ii.  c.  22,  §J  7,  8;  c.  23,  §3 
4,  5.  On  this  question,  see  Bolzano, 
Lngik,  | 131,  p.  27,  (and  above,  pp. 
301,  308,  309.) 


That  the  predesignation  of  the  predi- 
cate by  all  collectively,  in  fact,  reduces 
the  universal  to  a singular  proposition, 
see  Purchot,  Instit.  Phil.,  L p.  124. 
Cf.  Lngica  Contracla  Trajectina,  P.  ii. 
c.  5.  (1707.)! 

a Derodon  seems  wholly  unknown 
to  the  German  logicians,  and,  I need 
hardly  add,  to  those  of  other  oonu- 
tries.  In  Scotland  his  works  are  not 
of  the  rarest ; a considerable  number 
in  the  same  binding  must  have  been 
imported  at  once,  probably  in  conse- 
quence of  the  Synodical  tecommenda- 
tion. 
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negative  propositions,  univereally,  (p.  623  ; we  are  surprised  to 
find  him  controverting,  in  detail,  the  special  niles  of  syllogism. 
This  polemic,  as  might  be  expected,  is  signally  unsuccessful ; for 
it  is  frequently  at  variance  with  aU  principle,  and  uniformly  in 
contradiction  of  his  own.  It  is,  indeed,  onl}'  interesting  as  a 
manifestation,  that  the  old  logical  doctrine  was  obscurely  felt  by 
so  original  a thinker  to  be  erroneou.s;  for  the  corrections  attempted 
by  Derodon  are,  themselves,  especially  on  the  ground  which  he 
adopts,  only  so  many  errors.  He  unhappily  starts  with  a blunder; 
for  he  gives  as  " rectvs"  an  example  of  syllogism,  in  which  the 
middle  term  is,  even  of  necessity,  undistributed  ; and  he  goes  on 
(pp.  627,  628,  636,  637,  638,  639,  649)  either  to  stumble  in  the 
same  fashion,  or  to  adduce  reasonings,  which  can  only  be  vindi- 
cated as  inferential,  by  supplying  a universal  quantity  to  the 
predicate  in  affirmative  propositions,  or  by  reducing  it  to  parti- 
cularity in  n^atives  ; — both  in  the  teeth  of  Derodon’s  own  laws. 
— I have,  however,  recorded,  in  my  Table  of  Syllogisms,  some  of 
his  examples,  both  the  two  forms  which  he  has  named,  and  faur 
others  which  he  only  enounces  ; according,  by  liberal  construe-^ 
tion,  what  was  requisite  to  give  them  sense,  and  which,  without 
doubt,  the  author  would  himself  have  recognised. 


II. — Eapin. 


Eapin,  Reflexions  sur  la  Logxque,  § 4,  1684. 

“ Before  Aristotle  there  had  appeared  nothing  on  logic  syste- 
matic and  established.  His  genius,  so  full  of  reason  and  intel- 
ligence, penetrated  to  the  recesses  of  the  mind  of  man,  and  laid 
open  all  its  secret  workings  in  the  accurate  analysis  which  he 
made  of  its  operations.  The  depths  of  human  thought  had  not  * 
as  yet  been  fathomed.  Aristotle  was  the  first  who  discovered 
the  new  way  of  attaining  to  acience,  by  the  evidence  of  demon- 
stration, and  of  proceeding  geometrically  to  demonstration,  by  ^ 
the  infallibility  of  the  syllogism,  the  most  accomplished  work 
and  mightiest  effort  of  the  human  mind,”  &c. 

Bapin  errain  making  Aristotle  lay  the  rule  of  proportion  along 

with  the  Dictum  de  Omni  as  a principle  of  syllogism.  * 

• ^ 

III.— Leibnitz. 

Leibnitz,  De  la  oonformiti  de  la  Foi  avee  la  Raison,  § 22.  Op. 
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t.  i.,  p.  81.  “ Heuce  the  facility  of  some  writers  is  too  great,  in 
conceding  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Uoly  Trinity  is  repugnant 
with  that  great  principle  wliich  enoimces — Whai  are  the  same 
‘iinth  the  same  third,  are  the  same  with  each  other ; that  is,  if  A 
be  the  same  with  B,  and  C be  the  same  with  B,  it  is  necessary 
that  A and  C should  also  be  the  same  with  one  another.  For 
this  principle  flows  immediately  from  the  principle  of  Contra- 
diction, and  is  the  ground  and  basis  of  all  Logic ; if  that  fail, 
there  is  no  longer  any  way  of  reasoning  with  certainty.” 

IV. — Reusch. 

Reusch,  Systema  logicum,  1734 

§ 506.  “ That  dictum  of  the  Aristotelians  dc  Omni  et  Nvllo 
(§  503)  evinces,  indeed,  a legitimate  consequence,  but  it  only 
regulates  one  species  of  syllogisms,  at  least  immediately.  By 
this  reason,  therefore,  logicians  have  been  induced  to  prove  the 
consequence  of  the  other  species  by  means  of  the  first,  to  which 
they  are  reduced.  But,  that  we  may  be  able  to  supersede  this 
labour,  I have  endeavoured  to  give  a broader  basis  to  the  Dictum 
de  Omni  et  NuUo,  or  by  whatever  name  that  rule  is  called,  to 
which,  in  the  construction  of  syllogisms,  the  order  of  thought  is 
conformed.” 

§ 507.  " For  the  whole  business  of  ordinary  reasoning  is  ac- 
complished by  the  substitution  of  ideas  in  place  of  the  subject 
or  predicate  of  the  fundamental  proposition.  This  some  call  the 
equation  of  thoughts.  Now,  the  fundamental  proposition  maybe 
either  affirmative  or  negative,  and  in  each  the  ideas  of  the  terms 
may  be  considered  cither  agreeing  or  diverse,  and  according  to 
this  various  relation  there  obtains  a various  substitution,  which 
we  shall  clearly  illustrate  before  engaging  with  our  doctrine  of 
the  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo.”  [Having  done  this  at  great 
length,  he  proceeds.] 

§ 510.  “ From  what  has  been  now  fully  declared,  the  following 
Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo  may  be  formed,  which  the  definition 
itself  of  reasoning  and  syllogism  (§  502)  supports,  and  to  which 
all  syllogisms  in  every  figure  and  mood  may  be  accommodated. 

“ If  two  ideas  (two  terms)  have,  through  a judgment,  (proposi- 
tion), received  a relation  to  each  other,  either  affirmative  or  nega- 
tive, in  that  case  it  is  allowable,  in  jdace  of  cither  of  these,  (that 
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is,  the  subject  or  predicate  of  that  judgment  or  proposition),  to 
substitute  another  idea,  (term),  according  to  the  rules  given  of 
EquipoUence  or  Reciprocation  (§  508,  s.  9),  of  Subordination,  of 
Co-ordination,”  (see  Waldin,  below,  p.  332). 

IV. — CUDSIUS. 

Crusius,  Weg  zur  Oewissheit.  Ed.  i.  1747 ; Ed.  ii.  1762. 

§ 256.  “ The  supreme  law  of  all  syllogism  is,  IVhat  we  cannot 
otherwise  think  than  as  true,  is  true,  and  what  we  absolutely  can- 
not think  at  all,  or  cannot  think  but  as  false,  is  false.”  “ 

§ 259.  Of  necessary  judgments,  of  judgments  which  we  cannot 
but  think,  " which  are  not  identical,  and  which  constitute,  in  the 
last  result,  the  positive  or  the  kernel  in  our  knowledge  ; to  which 
we  apply  the  principle  of  Contradiction,  and  thereby  enrich  the 
understanding  with  a knowledge  of  real  judgments,” — such  judg- 
ments are  principally  the  following : Every  power  or  force  is 
inherent  in  a subject;  All  that  arises,  (begins  to  be),  arises  in 
virtue  of  a sufficient  cause ; All  whose  non-existence  cannot  be 
thought,  has  its  cause,  and  has  at  some  time  ai-iscn,  (begun  to  be); 
Every  substance  exists  somewhere;  All  that  exists,  exists  at  some 
time ; Two  material  things  cannot  exist  at  the  same  time  and  in 
precisely  the  same  place.  There  are  also  many  other  propositions, 
which  treat  of  the  determinate  qualification  of  things  as  present ; 
for  example — The  same  point  of  a body  cannot  be  at  once  red  and 
green ; A man  cannot  he  in  tiro  places  at  once,  and  so  forth. 

§ 261.  “ All  the  judgments  previously  alleged,  (§  259),  may 
be  comprehended  under  these  two  general  propositions, — What 
cannot  in  thought  be  separated  from  each  other,  cannot  be  separated 

a Kant^  {Ub^  die  Evidenz  in  meta> 
physiachen  WiasenachtifUHy  1703,  Verm, 

Schrift.,  ii.  43),  has  hereon  the  follow* 
ing  observation  : — **Iu  regard  to  the 
supreme  rule  of  all  certainty  which 
this  celebrated  man  thought  of  placing 
as  the  principle  of  all  knowledge,  and, 
consequently  also  of  the  metaphysical, 

— What  I cannot  otherwite  think  Uian, 
as  true  is  true^  kc.  ; it  is  manifest  that 
this  proposition  can  never  be  a princi* 
pie  of  truth  for  any  knowledge  what- 
ever. For  if  it  be  agreed  that  no  other 


principle  of  truth  is  possible  than  in- 
asmuch as  we  are  incapable  of  holding 
a thing  not  for  true,  in  this  case  it  is 
acknowledged  that  no  other  principle 
of  truth  is  competent,  and  that  know- 
ledge is  indemonstrable.  It  is  indec'd 
true  that  there  are  many  indemonstra- 
ble knowledges,  but  the  feeling  of  con- 
viction in  regard  to  them  is  a confes- 
sion, but  not  a ground  of  proof,  that 
they  are  true.  ’* — See  also  Reid,  Intel^ 
leciual  Powers^  Essay  iv.  oh.  4. 
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from,  each  other  in  reality ; ami,  What  cannot  in  thought  he  con- 
nected into  a notion,  cannot  in  reality  he  connected  ; to  wit,  al- 
tbougli  no  contradiction  shows  itself  between  the  notions,  but  we 
are  only  conscious  of  a physical  necessity  to  think  the  thing  so 
and  so,  clearly  and  after  a comparison  of  aU  the  circumstances 
with  each  other.  For  we  now  speak  of  propositions  which  are 
not  identical  with  the  Principle  of  Contradiction,  but  of  such  as 
primarily  afford  the  matters  on  which  it  may  be  applied.  Hence 
we  see  that  the  supreme  principle  of  our  knowledge  given  above, 
(§  25G),  has  two  determinations ; inasmuch  as  the  impossibility 
to  think  a something  arises,  either  because  a contradiction  would 
ensue,  or  because  we  are  positively  so  compelled  by  the  physical 
constitution  of  our  thinking  faculties.” 

§ 262.  "The  highest  principle  of  aU  syllogism  thus  resolves 
itself  into  the  three  capital  propositions  ; 

“ 1.  Xolhiny  can  at  once  he  and  not  he  in  the  same  point  of  vieio. 

“ 2.  Things  which  cannot  be  thought  without  each  other,  without 
each  other  cannot  exist. 

" 3.  What  cannot  he  thought  as  with  and  heside  each  other,  can- 
not exist  with  and  heside  each  other,  on  the  supposition  even  that 
between  the  notions  there  is  no  contradiction. 

“ The  second  of  these  capital  propositions  I call  the  Principle 
of  Inseparables,  (princijnmn  inseparahilium)  ; and  the  tliird  the 
Prinenple  of  Inconjoinables  {prineipium  inconjungibilium).  They 
may  be  also  termed  the  three  Principles  of  Reason.” 

Ck  VIII.  Of  the  different  species  of  syllogisms,  he  says,  (§ 
272) : — " Among  the  higher  principles  of  syllogisms  it  is  needful 
only  to  enumerate  the  Principle  of  Contradiction  and  the  Prin- 
ciple of  Sufficient  Reason,  which  is  subsumed  from  the  principle 
of  Inseparables  (§  262).  We  shall  state  the  laws  of  syllogism  in 
this  order, — Consider  those  which  flow,  1°,  From  the  Prinenple 
of  Contreuliction ; 2°,  From  the  Principle  of  Sufficient  Reason  ; 
and,  3°,  From  both  together.” 

V. — Fkancts  Hutcheson. 

[Fi-ancisci  Hutcheson.]  Logicer  Compendium.  Glasguev,in  cedi- 
hus  academicis,  excudehant  Rohertvs  et  Andreas  Foulis,  Aca- 
demia: I'ypogi'aphi.  1764. 
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Part  III,  Ch.  ii.  p.  58. 

“ The  wliole  force  of  syllogism  may  be  explicated  from  the 
following  axioms. 

“ First  Axiom. — Things  which  agree  in  the  same  third,  agree 
among  themselves. 

“ Second  Axiom. — Things  whereof  the  one  agrees,  the  other  does 
not  agree,  in  one  and  the  same  third,  these  things  do  not  agree 
among  themselves. 

“ Third  Ajuom. — Things  which  agree  in  no  third,  do  not  agree 
among  themselves. 

“ Fourth  Axiom. — Things  which  disagree  in  no  third,  do  not 
disagree  among  themselves.” 

“ Hence  are  deduced  the  general  rules  of  syllogisms. 

“ Of  these  the  three  first  regard  the  Quality  [not  alone]  of 
Propositions. 

“ Eule  1. — If  one  of  the  premises  be  negative,  the  conclusion 
will  he  negative.  [Ry  Ax.  2]. 

“ Eule  2. — If  both  premises  be  affirmative,  the  conclusion  will 
be  affirmative.  [By  Ax.  1]. 

“ Rule  3. — If  both  premises  be  negative,  nothing  follows : be- 
cause of  things  mutually  agreeing  and  mutually  disagreeing, 
both  may  be  different  from  a third  thing.  [By  Ax.  3,  4]. 

“ Two  Rules  regard  the  Quantity  of  Terms. 

“ Eule  4. — Let  the  middle  be  once  at  least  distributed,  or  taken 
universally ; for  the  common  term  frequently  contains  two  or 
more  species  mutually  opposed,  of  which  it  may  be  predicated 
according  to  various  parts  of  its  extension  ; these  [specific] 
terms  do  not,  therefore,  truly  agree  in  one  third,  unless  one  at 
least  of  them  agrees  with  the  whole  middle.  [By  Ax.  3,  4], 

“Rule  5. — No  term  ought  to  he  taken  more  universally  in  the 
conclusion  than  in  the  premises  : because  no  consequence  is  valid 
from  the  particular  to  the  universal  [Because  we  should,  in 
that  case,  transcend  the  agreement  or  disagreement  of  the  two 
terms  in  a third,  on  which,  ex  hypothesi,  we  found]. 

“ [In  like  manner  there  are  two  rules]  concerning  the  Quan- 
tity of  Propositions. 

“ Rule  6. — If  one  of  the  prem  ises  be  particular,  the  conclusion 
will  also  be  particular. 

“ For,  Case  1. — If  the  conclusion  be  affirmative,  therefore  both 
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premises  will  be  affirmative  (by  Rule  1).  But,  in  a particular 
proposition,  there  is  no  term  distributed ; the  middle  is,  there- 
fore, to  be  distributed  in  one  or  other  of  the  premises  (by  Rule 
4).  It  will,  therefore,  be  tlie  subject  of  a universal  affirmative 
proposition ; but  tlie  other  extreme  is  also  taken  particularly, 
when  it  is  the  predicate  of  an  affirmative  proposition,  the  con- 
clusion will,  therefore,  be  particular  (by  Rule  5). 

“ Case  2. — Let  the  conclusion  be  negative ; its  predicate  is, 
therefore,  distributed : hence,  in  the  premises,  the  major  and 
the  middle  terms  are  to  be  distributed  (by  Rules  5 and  4). 

“ But  when  one  of  the  premises  is  negative,  the  other  is  affir- 
mative (by  Rule  3).  If  one  premise  be  particular,  these  two 
terms  only  can  be  distributed  ; since  one  premise  affirms,  whilst 
the  other  is  particular.  The  minor  extreme,  the  subject  of  the 
conclusion,  is  not,  therefore,  distributed  in  the  premises;  it 
cannot,  therefore,  (by  Rule  5),  be  distributed  in  the  conclusion. 

“Rule  7. — From  two  particidar  2>remises  nothing  follows;  at 
least  according  to  the  accustomed  mode  of  speaking,  where  the 
predicate  of  a negative  proposition  is  understood  to  be  distributed. 
For,  1°,  If  the  conclusion  affirm,  both  premises  will  affirm,  and, 
consequently,  no  term  is  distributed  in  the  premises ; contrary 
to  Rule  4.  2°,  Let  the  conclusion  be  negative,  its  predicate  is 

therefore  distributed ; but  in  particular  premises  there  is  only 
distributed  the  predicate  of  a negative  proposition ; there  is, 
therefore,  necessarily  a vice,  (either  against  Rule  4 or  Rule  5).’’  “ 


a Rules  1 and  7 are  thus  contracted 
into  one  : The  conclution  follows  the 
jtH'ol'cr  jxirt ; that  is,  the  negative  or 
the  ]>articular.  All  these  Rules  are 
included  in  the  following  verses 

Bistrilmas  mciliuro,  ncc  quartos  terminus 
adsit, 

Utraquo  nee  premissa  negans,  nee  parti- 
cularis. 

Sectetur  partem  conclusio  deteriorem  ; 

Efc  non  difithbuat  nisi  cum  pnemissa,  no- 
gelTc. 

In  an  unusual  mode  of  speaking,  a 
certain  negative  conclusion  may  bo 
effected  with  a non-distributive  pre- 
dicate. As  in  this  example  : — 


A B 

Suutr  FrtHchmeH  are  [jwmc]  learned; 

C H 

Some  JCfujlithmen  are  not  [<iny]  lettrn^. 
Therefore,  tome  KnijHikmen  are  not  some 
Frenchmen. 


(What  are  within  [ ] are  by  mo). 

[Written  Autumn  1844.  In  the  latest 
notation  (,)  is  substituted  for  (.),  and 
(:)  for  See  below.  Appendix  XII. 
— Ei>.] 


Digitized  by  Google 


APPENDIX. 


331 


VI.— Savonarola. 

Savonarola,  Compendium  Logices,  L.  iv.  p.  115,  eA  Venetiis, 
1542. — ‘‘In  whatever  syllogism  any  proposition  can  be  con- 
cluded, there  may  also  he  concluded  every  other  proposition 
which  follows  out  from  it."  On  this  he  remark's : — “ When  any 
syllogism  infers  a conclusion  flowing  from  its  immediate  conclu- 
sion, it  is  not  to  be  called  one  syllogism  but  two.  For  that  other 
conclusion  does  not  follow  simply  in  virtue  of  the  premises,  but 
in  virtue  of  them  there  first  follows  the  proper  conclusion,  and 
from  this  conclusion  there  follows,  by  another  syllogism,  the 
conclusion  consequent  on  it  Hence  there  are  tacitly  two  syllo- 
gisms ; otherwise  the  moods  of  syllogisms  would  be  almost 
infinite.” 


VII. — Badmgarten. 

Baumgarten,  Acroasis  Logica.  Ed.  Tbllner.  Ed.  I.  1765. 

§ 297.  ‘‘  Every  reasoning  depends  on  this  proposition  ; — A and 
B connected  with  a third  C,  arc  connected  with  each  other : in 
affirmation  immediately,  in  negation  mediately.  This  proposi- 
tion is,  therefore,  the  foundation  and  principle  of  all  reasoning ; 
which,  however,  is  subordinate  to  the  principle  of  Contradiction. 

§ 324  " Every  ordinary  syllogism  concluding  according  to 
the  Dictum,  either  de  Omni,  or  de  Nvdlo.  This  Dictum  is  thus 
the  foundation  of  all  ordinary  syllogisms.  (It  had  been  previ- 
ously announced,  §§  319,  321.) 

‘‘  'Whatever  is  truly  affirmed  of  a notion  universally,  is  also 
truly  affirmed  of  all  that  is  contained  under  it  Whatever  is 
truly  denied  of  a notion  universally,  is  also  truly  denied  of  all 
that  is  contained  under  it” 


VIII. — Reimarcs. 

Reimarus,  Vemun/tlchre.  1766. 

§ 176.  “ The  fundamental  rules  of  syllogism  are,  consequently, 
no  other  than  the  rules  of  Agreement  [Identity]  and  of  Contra- 
diction. For  what  the  geometer  in  regard  to  magnitudes  takes 
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83  the  rule  of  equality  or  inequality,  that  the  reasoner  here 
adopts  83  the  universal  rule  of  all  mediate  insight : — If  two  things 
he  identical  with  a third,  they  are  also  in  so  far  identical  unth 
each  other.  But  if  the  one  he,  and  the  other  he  not,  identical  vrith 
the  third,  then  they  are  not  mutually  identical,  hut  rather  mutu- 
ally repugnant.” 

§ 177.  Here  he  notices  that  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Hullo  is 
not  properly  a rule  for  aU  figures,  but  for  the  first  alone. 


IX.— Waldin. 

Waldin,  Novum  Logicw  Systema.  1766. 

§ 335.  " Since  the  syllogism  requires  essentially  nothing  but 
a distinct  cognition  of  the  sufficient  reason  of  some  proposition, 
the  most  universal  rule  of  all  syllogisms  is, — The  sufficient  reason 
of  a given  proposition  is  to  he  distinctly  cognised.” 

§ 364.  " The  most  general  rule  of  all  reasonings,  (§  335),  re- 
mains also  the  rule  of  all  reasonings  as  well  in  synthesis  as  in 
analysis.  But  in  the  synthesis  of  the  ordinary  syllogism,  the 
middle  term  in  the  major  proposition  is  referred  to  the  major 
term,  in  the  minor  proposition  to  the  minor  term.  (§  360). 
Wherefore,  from  this  relation  we  must  judge  whether  the  middle 
term  be  or  be  not  the  sufficient  reason  of  the  conclusion.  Where- 
fore, the  synthesis  of  the  oi-dinary  syllogism  is  to  be  cognised 
from  the  relation  of  its  ideas.  This  you  may  thus  express : 

“ 1.)  After  the  true  proposition,  the  relation  of  whose  extremes 
you  distinctly  apprehend  ; 

“ 2.)  Add  to  its  subject  or  predicate  another  idea  different  from 
both,  whether  agreeing  or  disagreeing ; 

“ 3.)  Inquire  into  the  relation  of  the  added  idea,  to  the  end  that 
you  may  knmo  whether  the  middle  term  in  the  given  relation  infer 
the  conclusion ; and  this  is  knenen  hy  the  apjdication  of  the  rules 
of  Reciprocation,  Subordination,  Co-ordination,  and  Opposition. 
If  any  one  wish  to  call  this  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo,  I have 
no  objections.” 

“ Observation.  This  they  call  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo  of 
the  celebrated  Eeusch.  It  stands  true  indeed ; but  is  beset  with 
difficulties,  inasmuch  as  it  is  rather  a complexus  of  all  rules 
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than  one  only,  which  as  yet  is  to  be  referred  to  the  class  of  pia 
desideria.  Logicians  have,  indeed,  taken  pains  to  discover  one 
supreme  rule  of  all  ordinary  reasonings ; but  no  one  has  as  yet 
been  so  happy  as  to  find  it  out.”  Then  follows  a criticism  of 
the  attempts  by  the  Port  Royal  and  Syrbius. 

X. — Stattlrr, 

Stattler,  Philosophia,  P.  I.  Logica,  1769. 

§ 237.  " In  this  comparison  of  two  ideas  with  a third,  six 
difierent  cases  may  in  all  occur : for  either, 

1. )  “ One  of  the  two  ideas  contains  thai  same  third,  which  again 
contains  the  other ; or, 

2.  ) “ Both  of  the  two  are  contained  in  the  third ; or, 

3. )  “Each  of  the  tico  contains  the  third  ; or, 

4. )  “ One  of  the  two  contains  the  third,  the  other  being  repug- 
nant with  it ; or, 

5. )  “ One  of  the  two  is  contained  in  the  third,  with  which  the 
other  is  repugnant ; or, 

6. )  “ Both  of  the  two  are  repugnant  to  the  third. 

“ The  former  three  cases  generate  an  affirmative  conclusion,  the 
latter  three  a negative.”  In  a note  Stattler  eliminates  a seventh 
case,  in  which  neither  may  contain,  and  neither  be  repugnant  to 
the  third. 

§ 244.  General  Law  of  all  Reasonings.  " In  all  reasonings, 
as  often  as  a consequent  is,  by  legitimate  form,  inferred  from  an 
antecedent,  so  often  is  there  included  in  the  antecedent  what  the 
consequent  enounces;  either  the  congruity  and  reciprocal  contain- 
ment, or  the  repugnance  of  A and  C ; and  if  such  be  not  included 
in  one  or  other  of  the  antecedents,  whatever  is  inferred  tn  the  con- 
sequent is  void  of  legitimate  form." 

XI.  — Sauteb. 

Sauter,  Institutiones  Logicce,  1798. 

§ 123.  “ Foundations  of  Syllogism. — In  every  syllogism  there 
are  two  notions  compared  with  a third,  to  the  end  that  it  may 
appear  whether  they  are  to  be  conjoined  or  sejoined.  There  are. 
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therefore,  here,  three  possible  cases.  For  there  agree  with  the 
assumed  third,  either  both  notions,  or  one,  or  neitlier.  In  reason- 
ing, our  mind,  therefore,  reposes  on  these  axioms,  as  on  funda- 
mental principles : — 

1. )  “ Where  two  notions  agree  with  the  same  third,  they  agree 

with  one  another 

2. )  “ Where  one  is  contained  by  the  third,  with  which  the  other 
is  repugnant,  they  are  mutually  repugnant. 

3. )  “ When  wither  notion  agrees  with  the  third,  there  is  between 
them  neither  agreement  nor  repugnance!’ 


XII.— SUTER. 


Sutcr,  Logiea. 

§ 61.  “ Qua;  eidem  tertio  conveniunt  vel  disconveniunt,  etiam 
conveniunt  vel  disconveniunt  inter  se.” 


XIII.— Seouy. 


Seguy,  Philosophia  ad  Usum  Scholarum  Accommodata,  Tom. 
L Logiea.  Paris,  1771. 

P.  175,  ed.  1785.  “Concerning  the  rule  of  recent  philoso- 
phers.” 

Having  recited  the  general  rule  of  the  Port  Boyal  Logic,  he 
thus  comments  on  it : — 

“ 1°,  This  is  nothing  else  than  ,the  principle  of  reasoning ; 
therefore,  it  is  improperly  adduced  as  a new  discovery,  or  a 
rule  strictly  so  called. 

“ 2°,  It  may  be  useful  to  the  rude  and  inexperienced,  to  recog- 
nise whether  a syllogism  be  legitimate  or  illicit. 

" But  the  principal  fault  of  this  rule  is,  that  it  contains  no 
certain  method  whereby  we  may  know  when,  and  when  not,  one 
of  the  premises  contains  a conclusion ; for  the  discovery  of 
which  we  must  frequently  recur  to  the  general  rules.”  a 

P.  178.  Seguy  exposes  Father  Buffier’s  error  in  saying  "that, 

a Followed  by  Larroque,  EUTnens  dt  contra,  Philosophia  Lugdunensis,  i.  159, 
Philosophic,  p.  231 ; Oalluppi,  Lezioni  where  the  rule  is  called  ** optima’*  on 
de  Logiea  e di  Mdajisiea,  i.  348.  E various  accounts.  Troxler,Zoyt<l,  ii.  41. 
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according  to  Aristotle  and  the  common  rules  of  Logic,  the  middle 
term  ought  absolutely  to  be  the  predicate  in  the  first  or  major 
proposition ; ” seeing  that  the  middle  term  is  not  the  predicate 
in  the  first  and  third  Figures.  This  must  be  a mistake ; for  I 
cannot  find  such  a doctrine  in  Buffier,  who  in  this  respect,  in 
many  places,  teaches  the  correct. 


XIV. — Hoffbauer. 

Hoffbauer,  Anfangsgrunde  der  Logik,  1794, 1810. 

§ 317.  Fundamental  Principles. 

“ I.  1.)  An  attribute  which  belongs  to  all  and  every  of  the 
objects  contained  under  a notion,  may  also  be  affirmed  of  these 
objects  so  contained.  (Dictum  de  OmnL) 

“ 2.)  An  attribute  which  belongs  to  none  of  the  objects  con- 
tained under  a notion,  must  also  be  denied  of  these  objects  so 
contained.  (Dictum  de  Nullo.) 

" II.  When,  of  the  objects  X and  Z,  the  one  contains  an  attri- 
bute which  the  other  does  not  contain,  and  they  are  thus  difier- 
ent  from  each  other,  then  X is  not  Z,  and  Z is  not  X. 

“ III.  1.)  When  objects  which  are  contained  under  a notion 
a are  also  contained  under  another  notion  b,  then  this  last  notion 
contains  under  it  some  at  least  of  the  objects  which  are  contained 
under  the  first. 

“ 2.)  If  certain  objects  which  are  not  contained  imder  a notion 
a are  contained  under  b,  then  h contains  under  it  some  at  least 
of  the  objects  which  are  not  contained  under  a. 

“IV.  1.)  If  objects  which  are  contained  under  a notion  a 
belong  to  those  which  are  contained  under  another  notion  b, 
then  this  second  notion  h contains  under  it  some  at  least  of  the 
objects  which  are  contained  under  a. 

" 2.)  If  all  objects  which  are  contained  under  a notion  a 
belong  to  those  which  are  not  contained  under  a certain  other 
notion  b,  then  this  notion  b contains  under  it  no  object  which  is 
contained  under  the  notion  a. 
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“ 3.)  If  all  the  objects  contained  under  a certain  notion  a are 
different  from  certain  other  objects  contained  under  b,  then  6 
contains  under  it  at  least  some  objects  which  are  not  contained 
under  a. 


XV.— Kant. 

Kant,  Logik.  1800-6.  II.  Syllogisms. 

" § 56.  Syllogism  in  general. — A syllogism  is  the  cognition 
that  a certain  proposition  is  necessary,  through  the  subsumption 
of  its  condition  under  a given  general  rule. 

“§  57.  General  principle  of  all  Syllogisms. — The  general 
principle  whereon  the  validity  of  all  inference,  through  the 
reason,  rests,  may  be  determiuately  enounced  in  the  following 
formula : — 

“ What  stands  under  the  condition  of  a rule,  that  stands  also 
under  the  rude  itself. 

“ Observation. — The  syllogism  premises  a General  Rule,  and 
a Subsumption  under  its  Condition.  Hereby  we  understand  the 
conclusion  a priori,  not  as  manifested  in  things  individual,  but 
as  universally  maintained,  and  as  necessary  under  a certain  con- 
dition. And  this,  that  aU  stands  under  the  universal,  and  is  de- 
terminable in  universal  laws,  is  the  Principle  itself  of  Rationality 
or  of  Necessity,  (principium  rationalitatis  sen  necessitatis.) 

“ § 58.  Essential  constituents  of  the  Syllogism. — To  every  syl- 
logism there  belong  the  three  following  parts  : — 

"1.)  A general  rule,  styled  the  Major  Proposition,  {propositio 
major,  Obersatz.) 

“ 2.)  The  proposition  which  subsumes  a cognition  under  the 
condition  of  the  general  rule,  called  the  Minor  Proposition,  {pro- 
positio minor,  Unteisatz) ; and,  finally, 

" 3.)  The  proposition  which  affirms  or  denies  the  predicate  in 
the  rule  of  the  subsumed  cognition, — the  Concluding  proposition, 
or  Conclusion  (Conclusio,  Schlusssatz). 

“ The  two  first  propositions,  taken  in  connection  with  each 
other,  are  called  the  Antecedents,  or  Premises  {Vordersatze). 

“ Observation. — A rule  is  the  assertion  of  a general  condition. 
The  relation  of  the  condition  to  the  assertion,  how,  to  wit,  this 
stands  under  that,  is  the  Exponent  of  the  rula  The  cognition. 
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that  the  condition,  (somewhere  or  other),  takes  place,  is  the 
SvhsumpHon. 

“ The  nexus  of  what  is  subsumed  imder  the  condition,  with  the 
assertion  of  the  rule,  is  the  Conclusion.’' 

Having  shown  the  distribution  of  syllogisms  into  Categorical, 
Hypothetical,  and  Disjunctive,  he  proceeds  to  speak  of  the  fii-st 
class. 

“§  63.  Principle  of  Categorical  Syllogisms. — The  principle 
whereon  the  possibility  and  validity  of  Cat^orical  Syllogisms 
rest,  is  this, — What  pertains  to  the  attribute  of  a thing,  that 
pertains  to  the  thing  itself;  and  what  is  repugnant  to  the  attri- 
bute of  a thing,  that  is  repugnant  to  the  thing  itself,  {Nota  notes 
est  nota  rei  ipsius  ; Repugnans  notce,  repugnat  rei  ipsi). 

“ Observation. — From  this  principle,  the  so-called  Dictum  de 
Omni  et  NuUo  is  easily  deduced,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  re- 
garded as  the  highest  principle  either  of  the  Syllogism  in  general, 
or  of  the  Categorical  Syllogism  in  particular.  Oeneric  and  Spe- 
cific Notions  are  in  fact  the  general  notes  or  attributes  of  aU  the 
things  which  stand  under  these  notions.  Consequently  the  rule 
is  here  valid — What  pertains  or  is  repugnant  to  the  genus  or  spe- 
cies, that  also  pertains  or  is  repeugnant  to  all  the  objects  which  arc 
contained  under  that  genus  or  species.  And  this  very  rule  it  is 
which  is  called  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo.” 


XVI.— Christian  Weiss. 

Christian  Weiss,  Logik,  1801. 

" § 216.  Principle  for  all  Syllogisms. — The  principle  of  every 
perfect  Syllogism  consists  in  the  relation  of  one  of  the  notions 
contained  in  the  conclusion  to  a third  notion  {terminus  mediuS), 
to  which  the  other  notion  of  the  conclusion  belongs.  Now  the  re- 
lation which  the  first  of  these  holds  to  the  middle  notion,  the  same 
must  hold  to  the  second,  just  because  the  second  coincides  with  the 
middle  notion  to  the  same  extent  as  the  first. 

“ Remark.  — ‘ Relation  to  ’ means  only  any  determinately 
thought  relation,  expressed  in  a judgment  .... 

“ The  older  logicians  adopt,  some  of  them,  the  principle  Nota 
notce  est  nota  rei  ipsius, — quod  repugnat  nota,  repugnat  ipsi  rei  ; 

VOL.  II.  Y 
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this,  however,  is  only  properly  applicable  to  the  first  figure.  The 
expression  of  others  is  preferable,  Qu<BCumq-ite  conveniunt  {vel 
dL'uicntiunt)  in  uno  tertio,  cadem  conveniunt  [vd  dissenliunt)  inter 
sc.  Others,  in  fine,  among  whom  is  Wolf,  give  the  Dictum  de 
Omni  et  NuUo  (cf.  § 233)  as  the  principle  of  syllogisms  in  gene- 
ral ; compare  Philosophical  A])horisms  [of  Plainer],  P.  i.  § 54i6. 
All  inference  takes  place  according  to  a iiniversal  rule  of  reason, 
hero  only  expressed  in  reference  to  syllogism,  to  which,  however, 
some  liave  chosen  to  give  a more  mathematical  expression ; — If 
two  notions  be  equal  to  a third,  they  are  also  equal  to  each  other. 

— Weiss’s  mistake  (§  231)  in  supposing  that  Aristotle 
“ designated  the  syllogistic  moods  with  words,  like  liis  learned 
followers.”] 

“§  231.  Categorical  Syllogisms,  Figure  1. — The  first  figure 
concludes  by  means  of  a subordination  of  the  minor  term  in  the 
conclusion  under  the  subject  of  another  judgment. 

“ § 233.  This  takes  place  under  the  general  principle : — 

“ 1.)  What  jwrtains  to  all  objects  contained  under  a notion,  that 
pertains  also  to  some,  and  to  each  iiulividtial,  of  their  number. 

“ 2.)  JVhat  helonys  to  none  of  the  objects  contained  under  a 
notion,  that  also  does  not  pertain  to  some,  or  to  any  individual,  of 
their  number. 

“ Tliese  are  the  celebrated  Dicta  de  Omni  and  de  Nullo, — 
Quidquid  prcedicatur  de  omni,  idem  etiam  de  aliquo,  and,  Quid- 
quid  pradicatur  de  nullo,  id  nec  de  aliquo  pradicatur.” 

XVII.— Fries. 

Fries,  System  dev  Logik. 

“ § 52.  Hitherto  we  have  maintained  two  views  of  the  Syllo- 
gism in  connection.  The  end  in  view  of  reasoning  is  this, — that 
cases  should  be  subordinated  to  general  rules,  and  through  them 
become  determined.  For  example,  the  general  law  of  the  mutual 
attraction  of  all  heavenly  bodies  has  its  whole  significance,  for 
my  knowledge,  in  this,  that  there  are  given  individual  heavenly 
bodies,  as  Sun  and  Earth,  to  which  I apply  it.  To  enounce 
these  relations,  it  is,  in  the  first  place,  necessary  that  I have  a 
general  rule,  as  Major  Proposition  [Obersatz) ; in  the  second,  a 
Minor  Proposition  ( U ntrrsatz),  which  subordinates  cases  to  the 
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rule,  and,  finally,  a Concluding  Proposition,  which  determines 
the  cases  through  the  rule.  On  the  other  hand,  we  see  that 
every  Conclusion  is  an  analytico-hypothetic  judgment,  and  this 
always  flows  from  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo,  inasmuch  as 
the  relation  of  subordination  of  particular  under  universal  no- 
tions, is  the  only  relation  of  Eeason  and  Consequent  given  in  the 
form  of  thought  itself.  Now,  if  the  conclusion,  as  syllogism, 
combines  a plurality  of  judgments  in  its  premises,  in  this  case 
the  principle  of  the  inference  must  lie  in  a connection  of  the 
thoughts, — a connection  which  is  determined  by  the  matter  of 
these  judgments.  In  the  simplest  case,  when  taking  into  account 
only  a single  syllogism,  I thus  would  recognise  in  the  premises 
the  relation  of  subordination  between  two  notions  by  reference 
to  the  same  third  notion,  and  therethrough  perceive  in  the  con- 
clusion the  relation  of  these  two  notions  to  each  other.  I know, 
for  example,  that  all  wen  arc  mortal,  and  that  Caim  is  a man. 
Consequently,  through  the  relation  of  the  notion  of  mortality, 
and  of  my  imagination  of  Cains,  to  the  notion  man,  the  relation 
of  Caim  to  mortality  is  likewise  determined ; — Caim  is  mortal. 
The  first  of  these  views  is  a mere  postulate  ; but  in  conformity 
to  the  second  we  are  enabled  immediately  to  evolve  the  general 
form  of  syllogisms,  and  from  this  evolution  does  it  then  become 
manifest  that  all  possible  syllogisms  satisfy  the  postulate.  We, 
therefore,  in  the  first  instance,  attach  ourselves  to  the  second 
view.  Through  this  there  is  determined  as  follows : — 

“ 1.)  Here  the  determination  of  one  notion  is  carried  over  to 
another,  superordinate  or  subordinate  to  itself.  To  every  syllo- 
gism there  belong  three  notions,  called  its  terms  {termini).  (We 
say  notions  (Begriffs),  because  they  are,  in  general,  such,  and 
when  individual  representations  [or  images]  appear  as  terms,  in 
that  case  there  is  no  inter-commutation  possible).  A major  term, 
or  superior  notion  (Oberhegriff),  P,  is  given  as  the  logical  deter- 
mination of  a middle  term  or  notion  (Mittelbegriff),  M,  and, 
through  this,  it  is  positively  or  negatively  stated  as  the  deter- 
mination of  a minor  term  or  notion  (Unterbegriff),  S. 

“ 2.)  If,  then,  we  regard  the  propositions  in  which  these  rela- 
tions are  enounced ; there  is,  firstly,  in  the  conclvsion  {Schlusssalz), 
the  minor  term,  or  inferior  notion,  subordinated  to  the  major 
term,  or  snperior  notion,  (S  is  P).  Further,  in  one  of  the  pre- 
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mises,  the  middle  must  be  connected  with  the  major  term  or 
notion,  (M  is  P).  This  is  called  the  major  proposition  (Ohersaiz). 
In  the  other,  again,  the  minor  is  connected  with  the  major  term 
or  notion,  (S  is  M) ; this  is  called  the  minor  proposition  ( Unter- 
satz). 

“ The  form  of  every  syllogism  is  therefore : — 

Miyor  Proposition  M is  P. 

Minor  Proposition,  8 is  M. 

Conclusion,  8 is  P. 


“ In  the  example  given  above,  man  is  the  middle  term ; mor- 
tality the  major  term ; and  Caius  the  minor  term.  The  syllo- 
gism is : — 

Major  Proposition,  All  men  are  mortal ; 

Minor  Ihoposition,  Caius  is  a man  ; 

Conclusion,  Caius  is  mortal. 


“ The  fundamental  relation  in  all  syllogisms  is  that  of  the 
middle  term  to  the  major  and  minor  terms,  in  other  words,  that  of 
the  carrying  over  of  a logical  determination  from  one  notion  to 
another,  through  certain  given  subordinations.  For  howbeit  the 
Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo,  as  a common  principle  of  all  syllogisms 
in  the  formula, — What  holds  good  of  the  universal,  holds  also  good 
of  the  particulars  subordinate  thereto,  and  still  more  in  that  other, 
— Ths  attribute  of  the  attribute  is  also  the  attribute  of  the  thing 
itself, — is  proximately  only  applicable  to  the  categorical  subor- 
dination of  a representation  [or  notion]  under  a notion  ; still, 
however,  the  law  of  mental  connection  is  altogether  the  same  in 
syllogisms  determined  by  the  subordination  of  consequence  under 
a reason,  [Hypothetic  Syllogisms],  or  of  the  complement  of  parts 
under  a logical  whole,  [Disjunctive  Syllogisms].  The  displayed 
form  is  the  form  of  every  possible  syllogism.  In  fact,  it  also  coin- 
cides with  the  first  requirement  that,  in  the  syllogism,  a case 
should  always  be  determined  by  a rule,  inasmuch  as  every  syllo- 
gism proposes  a universal  premise,  in  order  rigorously  to  infer  its 
conclusion.  This  will  be  more  definitely  shown,  when  we  treat  of 
syllogisms  in  detail.  Only,  the  declaration,  that  the  rule  is  always 
the  major  proposition,  is  sometimes  at  variance  with  the  declara- 
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tiou,  that  the  major  proposition  contains  the  relation  of  the 
middle  term  to  the  major  term.  We  must,  however,  in  the  first 
place,  always  follow  the  determination  of  the  latter.  For  every 
syllogism  properly  contains  the  three  processes : — 1),  The  subor- 
dination of  a particular  under  a universal ; this  is  the  function 
of  the  minor  proposition,  and  the  relation  between  the  minor  and 
major  terms ; 2),  Postulate  of  a logical  determination  for  one  of 
these  two ; this  is  the  function  of  the  major  proposition,  and  the 
relation  of  the  middle  to  the  major  term ; 3),  The  carrying  over 
this  determination  to  that  other ; this  is  the  function  of  the  con- 
clusion and  the  relation  of  the  minor  to  the  major  term. 

§ 53. — " The  subordination  of  a particular  to  a universal  must, 
therefore,  in  every  syllogism,  be  understood  wholly  in  general 
Here  either  a particular  may  be  determined  through  its  super- 
ordinated  universal,  and  such  an  inference  from  universal  to 
particular  we  shall  call  a syllogism  in  the  first  figure ; or  there  is 
a rmiversal  known  through  its  subordinated  particular,  and  this 
inference  from  the  particular  to  the  universal  is  called  a syllo- 
gism in  the  second  [third^  figure.  If,  for  example,  the  subordina- 
tion is  given  me, — All  gold  is  metal ; I can  either  transfer  an 
attribute  of  metal,  for  instance  fusibility,  to  the  gold,  or  enounce 
an  attribute  of  gold,  ductility,  for  instance,  of  some  metal.  In 
the  first  case,  I draw  a conclusion  in  the  first  figure,  from  the 
universal  to  the  particular : — 

All  metal  is  fusible; 

All  gold  is  metal; 

All  gold  is  fusible. 

“ In  the  other  case,  I conclude  in  the  second  [third]  figure  from 
the  particular  to  the  general : — 

AU  gold  is  ductile; 

All  gold  is  metal; 

Some  metal  is  ductile.’’ 

Then,  after  distribution  of  the  Syllogism  into  Categorical,  Hy- 
pothetical, and  Divisive,  (Disjunctive),  he  proceeds  with  the  first 
class. 
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XVIII. — Kiesewetter. 

Kiesewetter,  Allyemeiiu  Loyik,  1801, 1824.  I.  Theil. 

§ 228. — “ All  pure  Categorical  Syllogisms,  whose  conclusion 
is  an  affirmative  judgment,  rest  on  the  following  principle: — 
Wluit  pertains  to  the  attribute  of  an  object,  pertains  to  the  object 
itself.  All  syllogisms,  whose  conclusion  is  a negative  judgment, 
are  based  upon  the  principle: — What  is  repnynant  to  the  attri- 
butes of  an  object,  is  repugnant  to  the  object  itself.  Two  principles 
which  can  be  easily  deduced, — the  first  from  the  principle  of 
Identity,  the  second  from  the  principle  of  Contradiction. 

§ 229. — “ If  we  take  into  consideration  that  the  major  propo- 
sition of  every  categorical  syllogism  must  be  a universal  rule, — 
from  this  there  flow  the  following  rules : — 

“ 1.  Whatever  is  universally  affirmed  of  a notion,  that  is  also 
affirmed  of  everything  contained  under  it.  The  Diduni  de  Omni. 

“ 2.  What  is  universally  denied  of  a notion  is  denied  also  of 
everything  contained  under  it  The  Dictum  de  Nullo. 

“ These  rules  are  also  thus  expressed : 

“ What  pertains  to  the  genus  or  species,  pertains  also  to  what- 
ever is  contained  under  them.  Wliat  is  repugnant  to  the  genus  or 
species,  is  repugnant  also  to  whatever  is  contained  under  them.” 

See  also  the  W eitere  Auseinandersetzung  on  these  paragraphs. 

XIX. — L.VK1!0QUE. 

Larroque,  EUmens  de  Philosophic,  Paris,  1830.  Logigue,  Ch. 
L,  p.  202.  “ The  attribute  of  an  affirmative  proposition  is  taken 
sometimes  particularly,  sometimes  univeisally.  It  is  taken  par- 
ticularly, when  it  has  a greater  extension  than  the  subject ; uni- 
versally, when  it  has  not  a greater  extension,  which  occurs  in 
every  proposition  where  the  two  terms  are  identical  The  reason 
of  this  difference  is  palpable.  If  the  attribute  be  a term  more 
general  than  the  subject,  we  affirm  that  the  subject  is  a species  or 
individual  conbiined  in  the  extension  of  the  attribute : — Man  is 
mortal ; Paul  is  learned : — that  is,  man  is  one,  and  not  the  only, 
species  contained  in  the  extension  of  the  term  mortal ; Paul  is 
an  individual,  and  not  every  individual,  contained  in  the  exten- 
sion of  the  term  learned.  If,  on  the  contrary,  the  attribute  be 
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not  moi'e  general  than  the  subject,  the  attribute  is  the  same  thing 
with  the  subject,  and,  consequently,  we  affirm  that  the  subject  is 
all  that  is  contained  in  the  extension  of  the  attribute : — A circle 
is  a plane  surface,  which  has  all  the  points,  in  [a  line  called]  its 
circumference,  at  an  equal  distance  from  a point  called  its  centre 
— that  is,  a circle  is  all  or  every  plane  surface,  &c. 

“ The  attribute  of  a negative  proposition  is  always  taken  uni- 
versally. When  we  deny  an  attribute  of  a subject,  we  deny  of 
this  subject  everything  that  has  the  nature  of  that  attribute,  that 
is  to  say,  all  the  species,  as  all  the  individuals,  contained  in  its 
extension : The  soul  is  not  extended  ; to  wit  the  sold  is  not  any  of 
the  species,  not  any  of  the  individuals,  contained  in  the  exten- 
sion of  the  term  extended.” 

Ch.  ii.,  p.  230.  “ We  have  supposed,  in  the  demonstration  of 
these  rules  [the  general  rules  of  the  Categorical  Syllogism],  that 
the  attribute  of  an  affirmative  premise  is  always  taken  particu- 
larly. It  would,  therefore,  seem  that  the  calculations  on  which 
this  demonstration  rests,  are  erroneous,  whensoever  the  attribute  is 
not  a term  more  general  than  the  subject,  for  we  have  seen  that, 
in  these  cases,  the  attribute  can  be  taken  universally.  But  it  is  to 
be  observed,  that  when  the  two  terms  of  a proposition  are  identi- 
cal, if  the  one  or  the  other  may  be  taken  universally,  they  cannot 
Ifoth  be  so  taken  at  once ; and  that,  if  it  be  the  attribute  which  is 
taken  universally,  it  ought  to  be  substituted  for  the  subject,  -which 
then  affords  a particular  attribute.  A trianyle  is  a fiyure  vhich 
has  three  sides  and  three  angles.  We  cannot  say,  * All  triangle 
is  all  figure,  which,’  &c. ; but  we  can  say,  ‘ All  triangle  is  some 
figure,  which,’  &c. ; or,  ‘All  figure  which  has  three  sides  and 
three  angles,  is  some  triangle.’  Now,  in  adopting  either  of  these 
last  expressions  of  the  proposition,  the  attribute  is  particular.” 

Ch.  ii.,  p.  231.  “ We  have  seen  that  the  Syllogism  inferred  from 
its  premises  a proposition  to  be  proved ; now  this  conclusion  can- 
not be  inferred  from,  unless  it  be  contained  in,  the  premises. 
From  this  incontestable  observation,  the  author  of  the  I’ort  Eoyal 
Logic  has  endeavoured  to  draw  the  following  pretended  rule,  liy 
aid  of  which  we  may  detect  the  vice  of  any  fallacious  reasoning 
whatsoever:  Thus,  should  one  of  the  premises  contain  the  conelii- 
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aion,  and  the  other  show  that  it  is  so  contained.  A great  many 
treatises  on  Logic  call  tliis  the  single  rule  of  the  modems.  This 
pompous  denomination  seems  to  point  to  some  marvellous  dis- 
covery, of  which  the  ancients  had  no  conception, — at  some  con- 
suinmative  result  of  the  6110118  of  the  human  intellect.  It  is  true, 
indeed,  that  a syllogism  is  invalid,  if  the  conclusion  be  not  con- 
tained in  the  premises ; but  a fine  discovery  forsooth ! This  all 
the  world  already  knew, — Aristotle  among  the  rest;  but  he  justly 
noted  that  it  is  not  always  easy  to  see  whether  the  conclusion  be 
contained  in  the  premises,  and  it  is  to  assure  ourselves  of  this 
that  he  laid  down  his  rules.  The  pretended  rule  of  Port  Royal 
is,  therefore,  not  one  at  all ; it  enounces  only  an  observation, 
true  but  barren.” 


XX.— Galluppl 

Galluppi,  Lezioni  di  Logica  e di  Metafisica,  1832.  Lez.  xlvii., 
p.  353,  ed.  1841. 

" In  a reasoning  there  must  be  an  idea,  common  to  the  two 
premises ; and  a judgment  which  affirms  the  identity,  either 
partial  or  perfect,  of  the  other  two  ideas.” 

In  the  same  Lecture,  (p.  348),  he  shows  that  he  is  ignorant  of 
the  law  quoted  from  the  Philosophia  Lugdunensis  being  by  the 
authors  of  the  L'Art  de  Penscr. 


XXL — Bcffier. 

Buffier,  Premihre  Logique,  about  1725.  The  following  is  from 
the  Recapitulation,  § 109 : — 

The  Syllogism  is  defined,  a tissue  of  three  propositions  so  con- 
stituted, that  if  the  two  former  be  true,  it  is  impossible  but  that 
the  third  should  be  true  also.  (§  62.) 

The  first  Proposition  is  called  the  Major;  the  second  the 
Minor;  the  third  the  Conclusion,  which  last  is  the  essential  end 
in  view  of  the  syllogism.  (§  65.) 

Its  art  consists  in  causing  a consciousness,  that  in  the  conclusion 
the  idea  of  the  subject  comprises  the  idea  of  the  predicate ; and 
this  is  done  by  means  of  a third  idea,  called  the  Middle  Term, 
(because  it  is  intermediate  between  the  subject  and  predicate),  in 
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such  sort  that  it  is  comprised  in  the  subject,  and  comprises  the 
predicate.  (§  67.) 

If  the  first  thing  comprise  a second,  in  which  a third  is  com- 
prised, the  first  comprises  the  third.  If  a fluid  comprise  chocolate, 
in  which  cocoa  is  comprised,  the  fluid  itself  comprises  cocoa.  (§  68. ) 

To  reach  distant  conclusions,  there  is  required  a plurality  of 
syllogisms.  (§  71.) 

Our  rule  of  itself  suffices  for  all  syllogisms, — even  for  the  nega- 
tive ; for  every  n^ative  syllogism  is  equivalent  to  an  affirmative. 
(§  77.) 

Hypothetical  syllogisms  consist  in  the  enouncement  by  the 
major  premise,  that  a proposition  is  true,  in  case  there  be  foimd 
a certain  condition ; and  the  minor  premise  shows  that  this  con- 
dition is  actually  found.  (§  79.) 

Disjunctive  syllogisms,  to  admit  of  an  easy  verification,  ought 
to  be  reduced  to  hypotheticals.  (§  81.) 

Although  the  single  nile,  which  is  proposed  for  all  syllogisms, 
be  subject  to  certain  changes  of  expression,  it  is  nevertheless 
always  the  most  easy ; in  fact,  all  logical  laws  necessarily  sup- 
pose this  condition.  (§  87.) 

The  employment  of  Grammar  is  essential  for  the  practice  of 
Logic.  (§  50.) 

By  means  of  such  practice,  which  enables  us  to  estimate  accu- 
rately the  value  of  the  terms  in  every  proposition,  we  shall  like- 
wise obtain  the  rule  for  the  discovery  of  all  sophisms,  which 
consist  only  of  the  mere  equivocation  of  words,  and  of  the  am- 
biguity of  propositions.  (§  92  et  seq.) 

XXII. — ViCTORIN. 

Victorin,  Neue  natiirlichere  Darstellung  der  Logik,  Vienna, 
1835. 

II.  Simple  Categorical  Syllogisms.  § 94  The  fundamental 
rule  of  all  such  syllogisms  : — 

" In  what  relation  a concept  stands  to  one  of  two  reciprocally 
subordinate  concepts,  in  the  same  relation  does  it  stand  to  the 
other." 

§ 94.  First  Figure ; fundamental  rule : — “ As  a notion  deter- 
mines the  higher  notion,  so  does  it  determine  the  lower  of  the 
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same;  ” or,  “ In  what  relation  a notion  stands  to  one  not  ion,  in 
the  same  relation  it  stands  to  the  lower  of  the  same.” 

§ 96.  Second  Figure;  fundamental  rule: — “ Wlun  him  notions 
are  oppositely  determined  by  a third  notion,  they  are  also  them- 
selves opposed;”  or,  " If  two  notions  stand  to  a third  in  opposed 
relations,  they  also  themselves  stand  in  a relation  of  opposition.” 

§ 98.  Third  Figure  ; fundamental  rule : — “ As  a notion  deter- 
mines the  one  of  two  \to  tl]  subordinate  notions,  so  does  it  deter- 
mine the  otlur ; " or,  “ In  what  relation  a notion  stands  to  the  one 
of  two  [to  it\  subordinate  not  ions,  in  the  same  relation  stands  it 
also  to  the  other.” 

§ 100.  Fourth  Figure;  fundamental  rule: — “As  a notion  is 
determined  by  the  one  of  two  subordinate  notions,  [two  notions  in 
the  relation  to  each  other  of  suhordiiuitioni\  so  does  it  determine  the 
other;”  or,  “In  what  relation  one  of  two  subordinated  notiotis, 
[notions  reciprocally  subordinate  or  super ordinatel,  stands  to  a 
third,  in  the  same  relation  stands  it  also  to  the  other.” 

(b)  Fundamental  Laws  of  Syllogism. — References. 

(See  Galluppi,  Letioni  di  Logica  e di  Metafisica,  Lez.  xlviL, 
vol.  i.  p.  345  et  seq. ; Troxler,  Logik,  i.  p.  33 ; Bolzano,  Wissen- 
schaftslehre,  Logik,  vol.  ii.  § 263,  p.  543.) 

I.  Logicians  who  confound  the  Nota  notrn  and  the  Dictimi  de 
Omni,  being  ignorant  of  their  several  significances;  making  tliem — 

a)  Co-ordinate  laws  without  distinction. 

Jiiger,  Handb.  d.  Logik,  § 68,  (1839).  Prochazka,  Grsetzb. 
f.  d.  Denken,  § 217,  (1842). ' Calker,  Denklehrc,  § 143,  (1822). 
Troxler,  Logik,  ii.  p.  40. 

b)  Derivative ; the  Dictum  de  Omni,  to  wit,  from  the  Nota 
uotse.  This  supreme  or  categorical. 

Wenzel,  Elem.  Philos.  Log.,  §§  253,  256 ; Canonik,  § 64. 
Kant,  Die  falsehe  Spitzf,  § 3 ; Logik,  § 63.  Krug,  Logik,  § 70. 
Bachmann,  Logik,  § 123.  Jakob,  Logik,  § 262,  4th  ed.  1800 ; 
1st  ed.  1788. 

II.  Logicians  who  enorince  the  law  of  Identity,  (Proportion,) 
in  the  same  third,  by  the  mathematical  expre.ssion  Equality. 

Reiinavus,  Vernuvftlehre,  § 176.  Mayer,  Vernunftschlnsse, 
i.  p.  290.  Arriaga,  In  Eitm.,  D.  iii.  ^ 3,  p.  23. 
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III.  Logiciana  who  make  the  Dictum  de  Omni  the  funda- 
mental rule  of  syllogisms  in  generaL 

Aristot.,  An.  Prior.,  L.  i c.  1,  § 11.  Wolf,  Phil.  Rat.,  § 353. 
Scheibler,  Op.  P.  iv.,  Be  Syll.  c.  iL  § 12.  Jac.  Thomasius,  Erot. 
Log.,  c.  395.  Buttner,  Cursus  Philos.,  Log.,  § 146.  Conimhri- 
censes,  In  Arist.  Dial.,  t.  ii.  pp.  240,  243. 

IV.  Logicians  who  confound  or  make  co-ordinate  the  law  of 
Proportion  or  Analogy,  and  the  Dictum  de  Omni. 

Wyttenbach,  Prccc.  Philos.  Log.,  P.  iiL  c.  6,  § 4.  Whately, 
Logic,  Intr.,  Ch.  ii.  P.  iii.  § 2.  Leechman,  Logic,  P.  iii.  ch.  2. 
Keckermann,  Systema  Logicce  Minus,  L.  iiL  c.  2 ; Syst.  Log. 
Majus,  L.  iii.  c.  5. 

V.  Logicians  who  make  the  Law  of  Identity  the  one  supreme. 
Suter,  Logica,  § 61,  calls  this  the  principle  of  Identity  and 

Contradiction.  Aldrich,  Comp.,  L.  i.  c.  3,  § 2,  p.  2.  Hutcheson, 
Log.  Comp,  P.  iii.  c.  2.  Arriaga,  Curs.  Phil.,  In  Sum.,  D.  iii.  §§ 
16-22,  pp.  23, 24.  Larroque,  Logique,  p.  224.  Mayer,  Vernunft- 
schlusse,  L p.  293.  Troxler,  Logik,  ii  p.  33-40.  Eeimarus,  Ver- 
nunftlehre,  § 176.  Mendoza,  Busp.  Log.  et  Met.,  I.  p.  470.  Dero- 
don.  Log.  Rest.,  Be  Log.,  p.  639-644.  Darjes,  Via,  &c.,  § 271,  p. 
97.  Smiglecius,  Logica,  D.  xiii.  qu.  14,  p.  517.  Fran.  Bouse 
Spei,  Com.  Prim,  in  Log.  Arist.,  D.  vii.  d.  2,  p.  25.  Cursus  Com- 
plet,  Be  Arg.,  L.  iii  c.  4,  p.  57.  Alstedius,  Enc.,  Logica,  § ii. 
c.  10,  p.  435.  Havichorst,  Inst.  Log.,  § 323.  Poncius,  Cursus 
Philos.,  In  An.  Prior.,  D.  xx.  qu.  5,  p.  282. 

VI.  Logicians  who  restrict  the  Dictum  de  Omni  to  the  first 
Figure  (immediately). 

Aldrich,  Comp.  L.  i c.  3,  § 7.  Noldius,  Log.  Rec.,  c.  xii.  p.  290. 
Grosser,  Pharus  Intellectus,  Sect  L Pars  iii.  memh.  iii.,  p.  150. 

VII.  Logicians  who  make  the  Dicta  de  Omni  et  de  Nullo  the 
supreme  canons  for  Universal  Syllogisms ; the  law  of  Proportion 
for  Singular  Syllogisms. 

Burgersdicius,  Inst.  Log.,  L ii.  c.  8,  p.  171.  Melanchthon,  Erot. 
Bial.,  Be  Syll.  Expos.,  L iiL  p.  172,  ed.  1586.  Fonseca,  Instit. 
Bial.,  L.  vi.  cc.  21, 24,  pp.  363, 373. 

VIII.  What  name  given  by  what  logicians  to  the  Law  of  Pro- 
portion, &C. 

Law  of  Proportion,  or  of  Analogy,  Keckermann,  Syd.  Log.,  L. 
iii.  c.  5,  Op.,  p.  746.  Alstedius,  Encycl.,  p.  435,  to  auoLkoyCa^. 
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Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nvllo  Majus,  Noldius,  Log.,  p.  288. 

Law  of  Identity,  Zcdler’s  Lexicon. 

Principium  convenientue,  Darjes,  Via  ad  Verit.,  § 270,  p.  96. 

Law  of  proportional  Identity  and  Non-Identity,  Self. 

IX.  Logicians  erroneously  supposing  Aristotle  to  employ,  be- 
sides the  Dictum  de  Omni,  the  rule  of  Proportion  as  a funda- 
mental law  of  syllogism. 

Eapin,  Rifiexions  sur  la  Logique,  § 4. 

X Terms  under  which  the  law  of  Proportion  has  been  enounced. 

Agree  with.  Coincide  with.  The  same  with.  Cohere,  (Syrbius). 
Co-exist  (bad).  Co-identiccd  with.  Equal  to,  (No.  il)  In  com- 
bination with,  Darjes,  Via  ad  Ver.,  p.  97,  (includes  negative.) 
Convertible. 

(c)  Enuncutions  of  the  Higher  Laws  of  Syllogism. 

Law  of  Proportion. 

Aristotle,  Blench.,  c.  vi.  § 8.  “ Things  the  same  with  one  and 

the  same,  are  the  same  with  one  another.”  Compare  Topica,  L. 
vii.  c.  1,  § 6.  Thus  Scotus,  In  An.  Prior.,  L.  L qu.  9,  f.  248. 

Some  say,  “Uni  tertio  indivisibili" — some  others, “Uni  tertio 
indivisibili,  indivisibiliter  sumpto."  Others,  in  fine,  say,  “ Uni 
tertio,  adequate  sumpto!’  See  Irenteus,  Integ.  Philos.  Log.,  §§  3, 
6.  Some  express  it,  “ Things  that  are  equal  to  the  same  third 
are  equal  to  each  other.  See  Irenmus,  ib.  So  Reimarus,  Mayer. 

Some  express  it,  “ Qumcxmque  conveniunt  (vel  dissentiunt)  in 
uno  tertio,  eadem  conveniunt  (vel  dissentiunt)  inter  se.” 

“ Qua  duo  conveniunt  cum  uno  quodam  tertio,  eatenus  con- 
veniunt inter  se ; quando  autem  duorum  nnum  convenit  cum 
tertio,  et  alterum  huic  repugnat,  repugnant  quoque  eatenus  sibi 
invicem,”  Wynpersse,  Inst.  Logicce,  § 272,  Lug.  Bat.  3d  ed.  1806. 

Noldius  (Logica,  p.  288),  calls  these  the  Dicta  de  Omni  et  de 
Nullo.  The  former  is,  “ Qusecunque  affirmantur  in  aliquo  tertio, 
(singtdari  identice,  universali  et  identice  et  complete  distributive) 
affirmantur  inter  se.”  The  latter,  “Quorum  unum  [totaliter]  afiir- 
matur  in  aliquo  tertio,  alterum  negatur,  ea  inter  se  negantur.” 

Noldius — “Whatever  is  affirmed  essentially  of  a subject,  is 
affirmed  of  all  that  is  inferior  or  reciprocal  to  that  subject.  What- 
ever is  denied  of  a subject,  is  denied  of  all  inferior  or  reciprocal.” 
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(See  Noldius  against  the  universal  application  of  these  Dicta, 
Log.  Rec.  p.  290). 

Keusch,  {Syst.  Logicum,  ed.  L 1734,  § 503)  makes  the  Dicta  de 
Omni  et  de  Nullo  the  rule  of  ordinary  syllogisms,  and  thus  enunci- 
ates them : — “ Si  quid  prsedicatur  de  omni,  illud  etiam  prsedicatur 
de  aliqno : et.  Si  quid  predicatur  de  nuUo,  illud  etiam  non  pnedicatur 
de  aliquo.  Sensus  prioris  est,  Quidquid  de  genere,  vel  specie  omni 
praedicari  potest,  illud  etiam  praedicatur  de  quovis  sub  illo  genere, 
vel  sub  ilia  specie,  contento ; Item, — Cuicunque  competit  definitio, 
illi  quoque  competit  definitum (and  so  vice  versd  of  the  other). 

Syrbius  gives  these  two  rules ; — 

1)  “ If  certain  ideas  cohere  with  a third,  they  also  cohere  in  the 
same  manner  with  each  other ; ” 

2)  “ Ideas  which  do  not  cohere  with  the  same  third,  these  do 
not  cohere  with  each  other.”  (Given  in  the  original  by  Waldin, 
Systema,  p.  162.  See  also  Acta  Eruditorum,  1718,  p.  333.) 
Syrbius  thinks  that  the  law  of  Proportion,  unless  limited,  is  false. 

Daijes,  Via  ad  Veritatem,  (1755),  § 270,  p.  96,  2d.  ed.  1764, 
" Two  [things  or  notions]  in  combination  with  the  same  third, 
may  be  combined  together  in  the  same  respect  (ea  ratione),  where- 
in they  stood  in  combination  with  that  third.”  (See  further;  shows 
that  other  rules  are  derived  from  this.) 

Dictum  de  Omni,  &c. 

Aristotle,  Ancd.  Pr.,  L i.,  c.  i.  § 11. 

" To  be  predicated,  de  Omni,  universally  is,  when  we  can  find 
nothing  under  thesubjectof  which  the  other  [that  is,  the  predicate] 
may  not  be  said ; and  to  be  predicated  de  NuUo,  in  like  manner.” 

Jac.  Tliomasius,  Erotemata  Logica,  1670. 

“ 40.  What  do  you  call  the  foundation  of  syllogism  ? — The 
Dictum  de  Omni  et  I^uUo. 

“ 41.  What  is  the  Dictum  de  Omni  ? — ^When  nothing  can  be 
subsumed  under  the  subject  of  the  major  proposition  of  which 
its  predicate  may  not  be  affirmed. 

" 42.  What  is  the  Dictum  de  NuUo  ? — When  nothing  can  be 
subsumed  under  the  subject  of  the  major  proposition  of  which 
its  predicate  is  not  denied.” 

Thomasius  notices  that  the  first  rule  applies  only  to  the  affirma- 
tive moods  of  the  first  figure,  Barbara  and  Darii ; the  second  only 
to  the  negative  moods  of  the  same  figure,  Celarent  and  Ferio. 
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(d)  Objectioxs  to  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo. 

I.  As  a principle  of  syllogism  in  generaL 

II.  As  a principle  of  the  First  Figure,  as  enounced  hy  Aristotle. 

1°,  Only  applies  to  syllogi.sms  in  e.Ktension. 

2°,  Does  not  apply  to  individual  syllogisms ; as,  Peter  m run- 
nivff ; hut  some  man  is  Peter;  therefore,  some  man  is  running. 
Arriaga,  In  Summ.,  p.  24. 

3°,  Does  not  apply  in  co-extensive  reasonings ; as,  AU  trilateral 
is  {all)  triangular ; but  all  triangular  has  three  angles  equal  to 
two  right  angles;  ergo,  &c.  Arriaga,  ib. 


Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo  does  not  apply, 

1°,  To  the  other  Figures  than  the  First. 

2°,  Not  to  all  the  moods  of  First  Figure,  for  in  many  of  these 
the  higher  class  is  subjected  to  the  lower. 

3°,  The  form  of  the  First  Figure  does  not  depend  upon  the 
principle  of  the  Dictiun  de  Omni  et  Nullo.  This  imperfect ; not 
upon  the  thoroughgoing  principle,  that  in  this  figure  one  motiou 
is  compared  to  a second,  and  this  second  with  a third. 

(e)  General  Laws  op  Syllogism  in  verse. 

(1)  Partibus  ex  puris  sequitur  nil,  (2)  sive  negatis. 

' (3)  Si  qua  prseit  partis,  sequitur  conclusio  partis. 

(4)  Si  qua  negata  pneit,  conclusio  sitque  negata. 

(5)  Lex  generalis  erit,  medius  concludere  nescit.® 

(6)  Univocusque  ; (7)  triplex ; (8)  ac  idem  terminus  esto.^ 

!(1)  Distribuas  medium ; (2)  nec  quartus  terminus  adsit. 

(3)  Utraque  nec  prajmissa  negans;  (4)  nec  particularis. 

(5)  Sectetur  partem  conclusio  deteriorem ; 

(6)  Et  non  distribnat  nisi  cum  praemissa ; (7)  negetve.T 

a Petnu  Hispanus,  Summulce.  (Tr.  y Hatcheaon,  Log.  Comp.  [P.  iii.  c. 
iv.  c.  3,  f.  45  b.— Ed.  3,  p.  5.^— Ed.] 

fl  Cami«nella,  Dialect.,  p.  384. 
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Terminus  esto  triplex  : medius,  majorque,  minorque : 
Latius  hunc  quam  praemissje,  conclusio  non  vult. 
Nequaquam  medium  capiat  conclusio  oportet. 

Aut  semel  aut  iterum  medium  generaliter  esto. 

Nil  sequitur  geminis  ex  particularibus  unquam. 
Utraque  si  praemissa  neget,  nihil  inde  sequetur. 
Ambse  affirmantes  neqxieunt  generare  negantem. 

Est  parti  similis  conclusio  deteriori  ") 

Pejorem  sequitur  semper  conclusio  partem.  i “ 
Terminus  est  geminus,  mediumquo  accedit  utrique. 
Prsemissis  dicat  ne  finis  plura,  caveto. 

Aut  semel,  aut  iterum  medium  genus  omne  capessat ; 
Ofificiique  tenax  rationem  claudere  nolit.^ 

Terminus  est  triplex.  (2)  Medium  conclusio  vitet. 

Hoc  ex  pnemissis  altera  distribuat. 

Si  praemissa  simul  fuit  utraque  particularis, 

Aut  utrinque  negans,  nulla  sequela  venit. 
Particularo  praeit  ? sequitur  conclusio  partis. 

Ponitur  ante  negans  ? Clausula  talis  erit. 

Quod  non  praecessit,  conclusio  nulla  requirit.'*' 

Turn  re,  turn  sensu,  triplex  raodo  terminus  esto. 
Argumentari  non  est  ex  particulari. 

Neque  negativis  recte  concludere  si  vis. 

Nunquam  complecti  medium  conclusio  debet. 
Quantum  praemissaj,  referat  conclusio  solum. 

Ex  falsis  falsum  venimque  aliquando  sequetur ; 

Ex  veiis  possunt  nU  nisi  vera  sequL® 


(/)  Special  Laws  op  Syllogism  in  vebse. 

1.  Fig.  Sit  minor  aifirmans,  nec  major  particularis. 

2.  Fig.  Una  negans  esto,  major  vero  generalis. 

3.  Fig.  Sit  minor  affirmans,  conclusio  particularis. 


a Pnrchot,  with  ▼ariationii  of  Segny, 
Ph.  Lugd.,  Gallnppi.  [Purchot,  Ingt. 
PhiL,  Tol.  i.,  Loyica,  P.  iii.  c.  3,  p. 
171. — Ed.] 

S Facciolati,  Rtidimenta. 
y Iwmloom,  Loyica,  L.  iii.  c.  8,  p. 
27,  8°,  (16S2).  Chaiivin  and  Walch, 


Lex.  V.  Sylloy. 

I Crakanthorpe,  Logiea,  L.  iii.  e. 
15,  p.  210.  Ubagbs,  Logiae  ElemxnJa, 
§ 225.  Sancmcina,  Dialeclica  ad  ^fen- 
tem  DoH.  Submit,  Ia  i.  c,  3,  p.  103. 
Und.  1673. 
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4.  Fig.  a)  Major  ubi  aflirmat,  generalem  sumo  minoreiii. 

b)  Si  minor  aflirmat,  couclusio  sit  specialia 

c)  Quando  negaus  modus  est,  major  generalis  habetur. 

B.  Criticism. 

(a)  Criticism  of  the  Special  Laws  of  Syllogism. 

The  Special  Laws  of  Syllogism,  that  is,  the  rules  which  govern 
the  several  Figures  of  Categorical  Keasonings,  all  emerge  on  the 
suspension  of  the  logical  postulate — To  be  able  to  state  in  language 
what  is  operative  in  thought.  They  all  emeige  on  the  refusal  or 
neglect  to  give  to  the  predicate  that  quantity  in  overt  expression, 
which  it  possesses  in  the  internal  operations  of  mind.  The  logi- 
cians assert,  1°,  That  in  affirmative  propositions  the  predicate 
must  be  always  presumed  particular  or  indefinite,  though  in  this 
or  that  proposition  it  be  known  and  thought  as  universal  or  defi- 
nite ; and,  2°,  That  in  negative  propositions  this  same  predicate 
must  be  always  presumed  absolutely,  (i.e.  universally  or  definitely), 
excluded  from  the  sphere  of  the  subject,  even  though  in  this  or  that 
proposition  it  be  known  and  thought  as  partially,  (t.«.  particularly 
or  indefinitely),  included  therein.  The  moment,  however,  that  the 
said  postulate  of  Logic  is  obeyed,  and  we  are  allowed  to  quan- 
tify the  predicate  in  language,  as  the  predicate  is  quantified  in 
thought,  the  special  rules  of  syllogism  disappear,  the  figures  are 
all  equalised  and  reduced  to  unessential  modifications ; and  while 
their  moods  are  multiplied,  the  doctrine  of  syllogism  itself  is 
carried  up  to  the  simplicity  of  one  short  canon.  Having  already 
shown  that  the  general  laws  of  syllogism  are  all  comprised  and 
expressed  in  this  single  canon,®  it  now  only  remains  to  point 
out  how,  on  the  exclusive  doctrine  of  the  logicians,  the  special 
Tules  became  necessary,  and  how,  on  the  unexclusive  doctrine 
which  is  now  propounded,  they  become  at  once  superfluous  and 
even  erroneous.  It  is  perhaps  needless  to  observe,  that  the  fol- 
lowing rules  have  reference  only  to  the  whole  of  Extension. 

The  double  rule  of  the  First  Figure,  that  is,  the  figure  in  which 
the  middle  term  is  subject  in  the  sumption,  and  predicate  in  the 
subsumption,  is, — 

“ Sit  minor  affirmant ; nee  mqjor  particularit.” 
a Se«  above,  p.  290,  and  below,  p.  357. — En. 
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Here,  in  the  first  place,  it  is  prescribed  that  the  minor  premise 
must  be  affirmative.  The  reason  is  manifest.  Because  if  the  minor 
premise  were  negative,  the  major  premise  behoved  to  be  affirma- 
tive. But  in  this  figure,  the  predicate  of  the  conclusion  is  the 
predicate  of  the  major  premise ; but,  if  affirmative,  the  predicate  of 
that  premise,  on  the  doctrine  of  the  logicians,  is  presumed  par- 
ticular, and  as  the  conclusion  following  the  minor  premise  is 
necessarily  negative,  a negative  proposition  thus,  contrary  to  logi- 
cal law,  has  a particular  predicate.  But  if  we  allow  a negative 
proposition  to  have  in  language,  as  it  may  have  in  thought,  a 
particular  or  indefinite  predicate,  the  rule  is  superseded. 

The  second  rule,  or  second  part  of  the  rule,  of  this  First  Figure, 
is,  that  the  major  premise  should  be  universal  The  reason  of 
this  is  equally  apparent.  For  we  have  seen,  that,  by  the  previous 
rule,  the  minor  premise  could  not  be  negative,  in  which  case 
certainly,  had  it  been  allowable,  the  middle  term  would,  as  predi- 
cate,have  been  distributed.  But  whilst  it  behoved  that  the  middle 
term  should  be  once  at  least  distributed,  (or  taken  universally), 
and,  as  being  the  subject  of  the  mqjor  premise,  it  could  only  be 
distributed  in  a universal  proposition,  the  rule,  on  the  hypothesis 
of  the  logicians,  was  compulsory.  But  as  we  have  seen  that  the 
former  rule  is,  on  our  broader  ground,  inept,  and  that  the  middle 
term  may  be  universally  quantified,  as  the  predicate  either  of  an 
affirmative  or  negative  subsumption,  it  is  equally  manifest  that 
this  rule  is,  in  like  manner,  redundant,  and  even  false. 

In  the  Second  Figure,  that  is,  the  figure  in  which  the  middle 
term  is  predicate  both  in  sumption  and  subsumption,  the  special 
rule  is, — 

“ Utm  negoM  esto  ; major  vero  generalU.” 

In  regard  to  the  first  rule,  or  first  half  of  the  rule, — That  one 
or  other  of  the  premises  should  be  negative, — the  reason  is  mani- 
fest. For,  on  the  doctrine  of  the  logicians,  the  predicate  of  an 
affirmative  proposition  is  always  presumed  to  be  particular;  con- 
sequently, in  this  figure  the  middle  term  can,  on  their  doctrine, 
only  be  distributed,  (as  distributed  at  least  once  it  must  be),  in  a 
negative  judgment.  But,  on  our  doctrine,  on  which  the  predicate 
is  quantified  in  language  as  in  thought,  this  rule  is  abolished.* 

a [For  ezamplea  from  Aristotle  of  Figure,  see  Dt  Colo,  L.  ii.  o.  4,  g 4, 
sfBrmstiTe  conclusioiis  in  the  Second  text  23,  ibi  Avetroes.  Pkys. , L.  ii  o. 

VOL.  II.  Z 
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The  second  rule,  or  second  moiety  of  the  rule, — ^That  the  sump- 
tion should  be  always  universal, — the  reason  of  this  is  equally 
clear.  For  the  logicians,  not  considering  that  both  extremes  were 
in  equilibrio  in  the  same  whole  of  extension,  and,  consequently, 
that  neither  could  claim  [in  either  quantity]  the  place  of  major  or 
minor  term,  and  thereby  constitute  a true  major  or  a true  minor 
premise ; — the  logicians,  I say,  arbitrarily  drew  one  instead  of  two 
direct  conclusions,  and  gave  the  name  of  major  term  to  that  ex- 
treme which  formed  the  predicate  in  that  one  conclusion,  and  the 
name  of  major  premise  to  that  antecedent  proposition  which  they 
chose  to  enounce  first.  On  their  doctrine,  therefore,  the  conclusion 
and  one  of  the  premises  being  always  negative,  it  behoved  the 
sumption  to  be  always  general,  otherwise,  contrary  to  their  doc- 
trine, a negative  proposition  might  have  a particular  predicate. 
On  our  doctrine,  however,  this  difficulty  does  not  exist,  and  the 
rule  is,  consequently,  superseded. 

In  the  Third  Figure,  that  is,  the  figure  in  which  the  middle 
term  is  subject  of  both  the  extremes,  the  special  rule  is, — 

“ Sit  minor  affirmant ; conclutio  particularit.” 

Here  the  first  half  of  the  rule, — that  the  minor  must  not  bo 
negative,^ — is  manifestly  determined  by  the  common  doctrine. 
For,  (major  and  minor  terms,  major  and  minor  propositions,  being 
in  this  figure  equally  arbitrary  as  in  the  second),  here  the  sumption 
behoving  to  be  affirmative,  its  predicate,  constituting  the  major 
term  or  predicate  of  the  conclusion,  behoved  to  be  particular  also. 
But  the  conclusion,  followingthe  minor  premise,  would  necessarily 
be  negative ; and  it  would  have, — what  a negative  proposition  is 
not  allowed  on  the  common  doctrine, — an  undistributed  predicate. 

The  second  half  of  the  rule, — That  the  conclusion  must  be 
particular, — is  determined  by  the  doctrine  of  the  logicians,  that 
the  particular  antecedent,  which  they  choose  to  call  the  minor 
term,  should  bo  affirmativa  For,  in  this  case,  the  middle  term 
being  the  subject  of  both  premises,  the  predicate  of  the  subsump- 


2,  g 12,  text  23,  ibi  Averroes ; c.  4,  § 
8,  text  83,  ibi  Averroes ; c.  7,  § 1, 
text 42,  ibi  Averroes.  An.  Pott.,h.  L 
o.  12,  g 12,  text  92,  ibi  Averroes  et 
Pscios.  Argues  himself,  like  Cieneus, 
from  two  sffirmstive  propositions  in 
Second  Figure,  snd  does  not  give  the 


reason  why  the  inference  is  good  or 
bad  in  such  syllogisnu.  Cf.  Ammonitu 
and  Philoponus  ad  loc  ; An.  Prior., 
L.  ii.  c.  22,  §g  7,  8 ; An.  Post.,  L.  i. 
0.  6,  g 1,  et  ibi  Themistins,  Pacius,  Za- 
barella.  Cf.  also  Zaharella,  Dt  Quarla 
Fig.  SylL,  c.  x.) 
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tion  is  the  minor  extreme ; and  that,  on  their  doctrine,  not  being 
distributed  in  an  affirmative  proposition,  it,  consequently,  forms 
the  undistributed  subject  of  the  conclusion.  The  conclusion, 
therefore,  having  a particular  subject,  is,  on  the  common  doctrine, 
a particular  proposition.  But  as,  on  our  doctrine,  the  predicate 
of  an  affirmative  proposition  may  have  an  universal  quantification, 
the  reason  fails. 


(5)  Laws  of  Second  Figure — Additional." 

By  designating  the  quantity  of  the  predicate,  we  can  have  the 
middle  term,  (which  in  this  figure  is  always  a predicate),  distributed 
in  an  afiSrmative  proposition.  Thus : — 

All  P is  all  M ; 

All  S is  some  M ; 

Therefore,  all  S is  some  P. 

All  the  things  that  are  organised  are  all  the  things  that  are  endowed 
with  life  ; 

But  all  plants  are  some  things  endowed  with  life  ; 

Therefore,  all  plants  are  some  things  organised. 


This  first  rule  (see  above,  VoL  I.  p.  408)  must,  therefore,  be  thus 
amplified : — The  middle  term  must  be  of  definite  quantity,  in 
one  premise  at  least,  that  is,  it  must  either,  1°,  Be  a singular, — 
individual,— concept, and,  therefore,  identical  in  both  premises;  or, 
2“,  A universal  notion  presumptively  distributed  by  negation  in 
a single  premise ; or,  3°,  A universal  notion  expressly  distributed 
by  designation  in  one  or  both  premises. 

But  the  second  rule,  which  has  come  down  from  Aristotle,  and 
is  adopted  into  every  system  of  Logic,  with  only  one  exception,  an 
ancient  scholiast,  is  altogether  erroneous.  For,  1°,  There  is  pro- 
perly no  sumption  and  subsumption  in  this  figure ; for  the  pre- 
mises contain  quantities  which  do  not  stand  to  each  other  in  any 
reciprocal  relation  of  greater  or  less.  Each  premise  may,  there- 
fore, stand  first.  The  rule  ought  to  be,  “ One  premise  must  be 
definite but  such  a rule  would  be  idle ; for  what  is  here  given 


a Wlukt  follows  to  page  357  was  an 
early  written  interpolation  by  the 
Author  in  Ledum  (vol.  i.  p^  408),  be- 
ing an  application  of  the  principle  of  a 


quantified  predicate  to  syllogism.  The 
interpolation  appears  in  students’  notes 
of  the  Lectures  of  session  1841-42 ; and 
was  probably  given  still  earlier. — Eu. 
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as  a special  canon  of  this  figure,  was  already  given  as  one  of  the 
laws  of  syllogism  in  general  2°,  The  error  in  the  principle  is 
supported  by  an  error  in  the  illustration.  In  both  the  syllogisms 
given,®  the  conclusion  drawn  is  not  that  which  the  premises  war- 
rant. Take  the  first  or  afi^rmative  example  The  conclusion  here 
ought  to  have  been,  ■'  No  S is  some  P,”  or  ” Some  P is  no  S for 
there  are  always  two  equivalent  conclusions  in  this  figure.  In 
the  concrete  example,  the  legitimate  conclusions,  as  necessitated 
by  the  premises,  are, — " No  horse  is  some  animal,”  and,  “ Some 
animal  is  no  horse.”  This  is  shown  by  my  mode  of  explicating 
the  quantity  of  the  predicate, — combined  with  my  symbolical 
notation.  In  like  manner,  in  the  second  or  negative  syllogism,  the 
conclusion  ought  to  have  been  either  of  the  two  following : In  the 
abstract  formula, — “ All  S are  not  some  P or  " Some  P are  not 
all  S — in  the  concrete  example,  “ All  topazes  are  not  some  min- 
erals,” i.  c.,  " No  topazes  are  some  minerals or,  “ Some  minerals 
are  not  all  topazes,"  i.  e.,  “ Some  minerals  are  no  topazes.” 

The  moods  Cesare  and  Camestres  may  be  viewed  as  really  one, 
for  they  are  only  the  same  syllogism,  with  premises  placed  first  or 
second,  as  is  always  allowable  in  this  [Figure],  and  one  of  the  two 
conclusions,  which  are  always  legitimately  consequential,  assigned 
to  eacL 

A syllogism  in  the  mood  Festino,  admits  of  either  premise  being 
placed  first ; it  ought,  therefore,  to  have  had  another  mood  for  its 
pendant,  with  the  afidrmative  premise  first,  the  negative  premise 
second,  if  we  are  to  distinguish  moods  in  this  figure  by  the  acci- 
dental arrangement  of  the  premises.  Put  this  was  prohibited  by 
the  second  Law  of  this  Figure, — that  the  Sumption  must  always 
be  universal  Let  us  try  this  rule  in  the  formula  of  Festino  now 
stated,  reversing  the  premises. 

Some  S are  M ; (t.  e.,  some  M.) 

No  P is  M ; 

( No  P is  some  S.  ) 

( Some  S are  no  P.  ) 

Some  actions  ate  praiseworthy  ; 

No  vice  is  praiseworthy  ; 

( No  vice  is  some  action.  ) 

I Some  action  b no  vice. ) 

a See  above,  vol  i.  p.  409. — Ed. 
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From  what  1 have  now  said,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Dictum  de 
Omni  et  de  Nollo  cannot  afford  the  principle  of  the  Second  Figore. 

The  same  errors  of  the  logicians,  on  which  I have  already  com- 
mented, in  supposing  that  the  sumption  or  major  premise  in  this 
figure  must  always  be  universal, — an  error  founded  on  another 
error,  that  there  is,  (properly  speaking),  either  sumption  or  sub- 
sumption in  this  figure  at  all, — this  error,I  say,has  prevented  them 
recognising  a mood  corresponding  to  Baroco,  the  first  premise 
being  a particular  negative,  the  second  a universal  afidrmative, «.  e, , 
Baroco  with  its  premises  reversed.  That  this  is  competent  is 
seen  from  the  example  of  Baroco  now  given.  Eeversing  it  we 
have : 


[Some  i are  not  B i Some  animala  are  not  (any)  oviparous  ; 

All  a are  B.  All  Birds  are  (some)  oviparous. 


No  a is  some  i ; No  bird  is  some  animal ; 

Some  d are  no  a.)  Some  animal  is  no  bird. 


(c)  Author’s  Supbejie  Canons  of  Categorical  Syllogisms. 

[The  supreme  Canon  or  Canons  of  the  Categorical  Syllogism, 
finally  adopted  by  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  are  as  follows : — ] 

L “ For  the  Unfigured  Syllogism,  or  that  in  which  the  terms 
compared  do  not  stand  to  each  other  in  the  reciprocal  relation  of 
subject  and  predicate,  being,  in  the  same  proposition,  either  both 
subjects  or  (possibly)  both  predicates, — the  canon  is : — In  so  far 
as  two  notions,  (notions  proper,  or  individuals),  either  both  agree,  or 
one  agreeing,  the  other  does  not,  with  a common  third  notion  ; in 
so  far,  these  notions  do  or  do  not  agree  with  each  other.” 

II.  “ For  the  Figured  Syllogism,  in  which  the  terms  compared 
are  severally  subject  and  predicate,  consequently,  in  reference  to 
each  other,  containing  and  contained  in  the  counter  wholes  of  In- 
tension and  Extension ; — the  canon  is : — What  worse  relation  of 
mibject  and  predicate  subsists  between  eiiher  of  t%Do  terms  and  a 
common  third  term,  with  which  one,  at  least,  is  positively  related  ; 
that  relation  subsists  between  the  two  terms  themselves. 

“ Each  Figure  has  its  own  Canon. 

“ First  Figure ; — What  worse  relation  of  determining,  (predi- 
cate), and  of  determined,  (sulject),  is  held  by  either  of  tun  notions 
to  a third,  with  which  one  at  least  is  positively  related ; that  rela- 
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lion  do  they  imtnediately,  {directly),  hold  to  each  other,  and  indi- 
rectly, {mediately),  its  converse. 

“ Second  Figure ; — What  worse  relation  of  determined,  {subject), 
is  held  by  either  of  two  notions  to  a third,  with  which  one  at  least 
is  positively  related;  that  relation  do  they  hold  indifferently  to 
each  other. 

“ Third  Figure ; — What  worse  relation  of  determining  {predi- 
cate), is  held  by  either  of  two  notions  to  a third,  with  which  one  at 
least  is  positively  related ; that  relation  do  they  hold  indifferently 
to  each  other  I’  “ 


(d)  Ultba-total  Quantification  of  Middle  Tebm. 

(1.)  Lambert’s  Doctrine. 

Lambert,  Neues  Organon. 

Dianoiologie,  § 193.  “ If  it  be  indetennined  how  far  A does, 
or  does  not,  coincide  with  B,  but  on  the  other  hand  we  know  that 
A and  B,  severally,  make  up  more  than  halfP  the  individuals 
under  C,  in  that  case  it  is  manifest,  that  a [linear]  notation  is 
possible,  and  that  of  the  two  following  kinds : — 

C c, 

B b, 

A 

For  since  B and  A are  each  greater  than  the  half  of  C,  A is 
consequently  greater  than  C less  by  B ; and  in  this  case  it  is  of 
necessity  that  some  A are  B,  and  some  B are  A.  v We  may 
accordingly  so  delineate : — 

C c, 

A a, 

B b, 

seeing  that  it  is  indifferent,  whether  we  commence  with  A or  with 
B.  I may  add,  that  the  case  which  we  have  here  considered  does 
not  frequently  occur,  inasmuch  as  the  comparative  extension  of 

a J)ueiusioiu,  pp.  654,  665. — Ed.  had  oooasion  to  show. 

3 It  is  enongh  if  either  A or  B ez>  y In  the  original  for  A there  is,  by 
cced  the  half ; the  other  need  be  only  m typographical  erratnm,  C.  See  Ph., 
half.  This,  which  Lambert  here  and  g 208. 
hereafter  overlooks,  I have  elsewhere 
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our  several  •notions  is  a relation  which  remains  wholly  unknown.^ 
I,  consequently,  adduce  this  only  as  an  example,  that  a legitimate 
employment  may  certainly  be  made  of  these  relations.” 
Phanomenologie,  § v.  Of  the  Prohahle — 

“ § 188.  In  so  far  as  such  propositions  are  particular,  they  may, 
like  all  other  particular  propositions,  be  syllogistically  employed ; 
but  no  farther,  unless  we  look  to  their  degree  of  particularity,  or 
other  proximate  determination,  some  examples  of  which  we  have 
adduced  in  the  Dianoiologie,  (§  235  et  seq.)  Thus  the  degree  of 
particularity  may  render  a syllogism  valid,  which,  without  this, 
would  be  incompetent  For  example — 

Three-fourths  of  A are  B ; 

Two-thirds  of  A are  C ; 

Therefore,  some  C art  B. 

The  inference  here  follows,  because  tbree-fourths  added  to  two- 
thirds  are  greater  than  unity  ; and,  consequently,  there  must  be, 
at  least,  five-twelfths  of  A,  which  are  at  once  B and  C. 


“ § 204  In  the  Third  Figure  we  have  the  middle  term,  subject 
in  both  premises,  and  the  conclusion,  particular.  If  now,  the 
subjects  of  the  two  premises  be  furnished  with  fractions  [i.e.  tho 
middle  term  on  both  sides],  both  premises  remain,  indeed,  parti- 
cular, and  the  conclusion,  consequently,  indetermined.  But,  inas- 
much as,  in  both  premises,  the  degree  of  particularity  is  determined, 
there  are  cases  where  the  conclusion  may  be  drawn  not  only  with 
probability,  but  with  certainty.  Such  a case  we  have  already 
adduced,  (§  188).  For,  if  both  premises  be  affirmative,  and  the 


a In  reference  to  thie  itstement,  see 
above,  Dtan.,  f 179,  and  below,  P\.,  § 
157,  where  it  ie  repeated  and  confirmed- 
Lambert  might  have  added,  that  as 
we  rarely  oam  employ  this  relation  of 
the  comparative  extension  of  oar  no- 
tions, it  is  still  more  rarely  of  any  im- 
port that  we  Aould.  For  in  the  two 
abstract,  or  notional,  wholes,  the 
two  wholes  correlative  and  counter  to 
each  other,  with  which  Logic  is  always 
oonversant,  (the  Universaland  Formal), 
if  the  extension  be  not  oomplete,  it 


is  of  no  conseqnence  to  note  its  com- 
parative amount.  For  Logic  and  l*hi- 
loaophy  tend  always  to  an  unexclusive 
generality ; and  a general  oonclusion 
is  invalidated  equally  by  a single  ad- 
verse instance,  as  by  a thousand.  It  is 
only  in  the  concrete  or  real  whole,— 
the  whole  quantitative  or  integrate, 
and,  whether  continuous  or  discrete, 
the  whole  in  which  mathematics  are 
exclusively  conversant,  but  Logic  and 
Philosophy  little  interested, — t^t  this 
rslatioa  is  of  any  avail  or  significanca 
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sum  of  the  fractions  with  which  their  subjects  are  furnished  greater 
than  unity,  in  that  case  a conclusion  may  be  drawn.  In  this  sort 
we  infer  with  certainty : — 

Three-fourth*  of  A are  B ; 

Two-third*  of  A are  C ; 

Therefore,  tome  C are  B. 

“ § 206.  If,  however,  the  sum  of  the  two  fractions  be  less  than 
unity,  as — 

One-Jourth  of  A are  B ; 

One-third  of  A are  C, 

in  that  case  there  is  no  certainty  in  any  afi&rmative  conclusion, 
[indeed  in  any  conclusion  at  all].  But  if  we  state  the  premises 
thus  determinately, — 

Three-fourth*  of  A.  ar«  no<  B ; 

Two-third*  of  A are  not  C i 

in  that  case,  a negative  conclusion  may  be  drawn.  For,  from  the 
propositions, — 

Three-fourth*  of  A are  not  B ; 

One-third  of  A are  C ; 

there  follows — Some  C are  not  B.  And  this,  again,  because  the 
sum  of  the  two  fractions,  (three-fourths  added  to  one-third,)  is 
greater  than  unity.”  And  so  on ; see  the  remainder  of  this  sec- 
tion and  those  following,  till  § 211. 


(2.)  Author’s  Doctbine. 

Aristotle,  followed  by  the  logicians,  did  not  introduce  into  his 
doctrine  of  syllogism  any  quantification  between  the  absolutely 
universal  and  the  merely  particular  predesignations,  for  valid  rea- 
sons.— 1®,  Such  quantifications  were  of  no  value  or  application  in 
the  one  whole  (the  universal,  potential,  logical),  or,  as  I would 
amplify  it,  in  the  two  correlative  and  counter  wholes,  (the  logical, — 
and  the  formal,  actual,  metaphysical,)  with  which  Logic  is  con- 
versant. For  all  that  is  out  of  classification,  all  that  has  no  refer- 
ence to  genius  and  species,  is  out  of  Logic,  indeed  out  of  Philoso- 
phy ; for  Philosophy  tends  always  to  the  universal  and  necessary. 
Thus  the  highest  canons  of  deductive  reasoning,  the  dicta  de 
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Omni  et  de  Nvllo,  were  founded  on,  and  for,  the  procedure  from 
the  universal  whole  to  the  subject  parts ; whilst,  conversely,  the 
principle  of  inductive  reasoning  was  established  on,  and  for,  the 
(real  or  presumed)  collection  of  all  the  subject  parts  as  constituting 
the  universal  whole. — 2",  The  int^rate  or  mathematical  whole,  on 
the  contrary,  (whether  continuous  or  discrete),  the  philosophers 
contemned.  For  whilst,  as  Aristotle  observes,  in  mathematics 
genus  and  species  are  of  no  account,  it  is,  almost  exclusively,  in  the 
mathematical  whole,  thatquantities  are  compared  together,  through 
a middle  term,  in  neither  premise  equal  to  the  whole.  But  this 
reasoning,  in  which  the  middle  term  is  never  universal,  and  the 
conclusion  always  particular,is — as  vague,  partial,  and  contingent 
— of  little  or  no  value  in  philosophy.  It  was  accordingly  ignored 
in  Logic ; and  the  predesignations  more,  moat,  Sic.,  as  I have  said, 
referred  to  universal,  or  (as  was  most  common)  to  particular,  or  to 
neither,  quantity.®  This  discrepancy  among  logicians  long  ago 
attracted  my  attention ; and  I saw,  at  once,  that  the  possibility  of 
inference,  considered  absolutely,  depended  exclusively  on  the  quan- 
tifications of  the  middle  term,  in  both  premises,  being,  together, 
more  than  its  possible  totality — its  distribution,  in  any  one.  At 
the  same  time  I was  impressed — 1°,  With  the  almost  utter  inutility 
of  such  reasoning,in  a philosophical  relation;  and,  2°,  Alarmed  with 
the  load  of  valid  moods  which  its  recognition  in  Logic  would  in- 
troduce. The  mere  quantification  of  the  predicate,  under  the  two 
pure  quantities  of  definite  and  indefinite,  and  the  two  qualities  of 
affirmative  and  negative,  gives  (abstractly)  in  each  figure,  thirty- 
six  valid  moods ; which,  (if  my  present  calculation  be  correct), 
would  be  multiplied,  by  the  introduction  of  the  two  hybrid  or  am- 
biguous quantifications  of  a majority  and  a half,  to  the  fearful 
amount  of  four  hundred  and  eighty  valid  moods  for  each  figure. 
Though  not,  at  the  time,  fully  aware  of  the  strength  of  these  ob- 
jections, they  however  prevented  me  from  breaking  down  the  old 
limitation ; but  as  my  supreme  canon  of  Syllogism  proceeds  on  the 
mere  formal  possibility  of  reasoning,  it  of  course  comprehends  all 
the  legitimate  forms  of  quantification.  It  is ; — WTuit  worst  rela- 
tion of  subject  and  predicate,  subsists  between  either  of  two  terms 

a (Ct  Corvinn*,  IrutU.  Phil.,  e.  v.  § Wallu,  ImtU.  Log.,  L.  il  c.  4,  p.  100. 
376,  p.  123.  leiuB,  1742.  Rensch,  6th  ed — Eo.] 

Wallis.]  [Reosch,  Sytf.  Log.,  8 360. 
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and  a common  third  term,  with  which  one,  at  least,  is  positively 
related ; — that  relation  subsists  between  the  two  terms  themselves : 
in  other  words ; — In  as  far  as  two  notions  both  agree,  or,  one 
agreeing,  the  other  disagrees,  with  a common  third  notion ; — in  so 
far,  those  notions  agree  or  disagree  with  each  other.  This  canon 
applies,  and  proximately,  to  all  categorical  syllogisms, — in  exten- 
sion end  comprehension, — affirmative  and  negative, — and  of  any 
figure.  It  determines  all  the  varieties  of  such  syllogisms ; is  de- 
veloped into  all  their  general,  and  supersedes  all  their  specuJ,laws. 
In  short,  without  violating  this  canon,  no  categorical  reasoning 
can,  formally,  bo  wrong.  Now  this  canon  supposes,  that  the  two 
extremes  are  compared  together  through  the  same  common  middle; 
and  this  cannot  but  be,  if  the  middle,  whether  subject  or  predicate, 
in  both  its  quantifications  together,  exceed  its  totality,  though  not 
taken  in  that  totality  in  either  premisa 

But,  as  I have  stated,  1 was  moved  to  the  reconsideration  of  this 
whole  matter ; and  it  may  have  been  Mr  De  Morgan’s  syllogism 
in  our  correspondence,  (p.  19),  which  gave  the  suggestion.  The 
result  was  the  opinion,  that  these  two  quantifications  should  be 
taken  into  account  by  Logic,  as  authentic  forms,  but  then  relegated 
as  of  little  use  in  practice,  and  cumbering  the  science  with  a 
superfluous  mass  of  moods." 

Atjthok’s  Doctrine — continued. 

No  syllogism  can  bo  formally  wrong  in  which,  (1°),  Both  pre- 
mises are  not  negative ; and,  (2°),  The  quantifications  of  the  middle 
term,  whether  as  subject  or  predicate,  taken  together,  exceed  the 
quantity  of  that  term  taken  in  its  whole  extent.  In  the  former 
case,  the  extremes  are  not  compared  together  ; in  the  latter,  they 
are  not  necessarily  compared  through  the  same  third.  These  two 
simple  rules,  (and  they  both  flow  from  the  one  supreme  law),  being 
obeyed,  no  syllogism  can  be  bad ; let  its  extremes  stand  in  any 
relation  to  each  other  as  major  and  minor,  or  in  any  relation  to 
the  middle  term.  In  other  words,  its  premises  may  hold  any 
mutual  subordination,  and  may  be  of  any  Figure. 

On  my  doctrine.  Figure  being  only  an  unessential  circumstance, 

a Extnet  from  A Letter  to  A.  dt  ton,  pi  41. — Ed. 

Maryan,  E»q.,  from  Sir  fV.  LLamil- 
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and  every  proposition  being  only  an  equation  of  its  terms,  we 
may  discount  Figure,  &c.,  altogether ; and  instead  of  the  symbol 
(■I  ) marking  subject  and  predicate,  we  might  use  the  alge- 

braical sign  of  equality  (=). 

The  rule  of  the  logicians,  that  the  middle  term  should  be  once  at 
least  distributed,  [or  indistributable],(f.c.,  taken  universally  or  sin- 
gularly=definitely),  is  untrue.  For  it  is  sufficient  if,  in  both  the 
premises  together,its  quantification  be  more  than  its  quantity  as  a 
whole,  (Ultratotal).  Therefore,  a major  pari,  (a  more  or  most),  in 
one  premise,  and  a half  in  the  other,  are  sufficient  to  make  it  effcc- 
tiva  It  is  enough  for  a valid  syllogism,  that  the  two  extreme  no- 
tions should,  (or  should  not),  of  necessity,  partially  coincide  in  the 
third  or  middle  notion ; and  this  is  necessarily  shown  to  be  the 
case,  if  the  one  extreme  coincide  with  the  middle,  to  the  extent  of 
a half,  (Dimidiate  Quantification)  ; and  the  other,  to  the  extent  of 
aught  more  than  a half,  (Ultradimidiate  Quantification).  Thefirst 
and  highest  quantification  of  the  middle  term  ( : ) is  sufficient, 
not  only  in  combination  with  itself,  but  with  any  of  all  the  three 
inferior.  The  second  ( . , ) suffices  in  combination  with  the  high- 
est, with  itself,  and  with  the  third,  but  not  with  the  lowest.  The 
third  ( . ) suffices  in  combination  with  either  of  the  higher,  but  not 
with  itself,  far  less  with  the  lowest.  The  fourth  and  lowest  ( , ) 
suffices  only  in  combination  with  the  highest.  [1.  Definite  ; 2. 
Indefinite-definite ; 3.  Semi-definite ; 4.  Indefinite.] 


(1st  March  1847. — Very  carefully  authenticated.) 

There  are  fourquantities  ( , | • | • , | : ),  affording  (4  x 4)  1 6 pos- 
sible double  quantifications  of  the  middle  term  of  a syllogism. 

^ a 

Of  these  10  are  legitimate  equivalents,  ( : M : | : M . , | . , M . 

<4  c 

: mTTTIi  : I : mTiTm  : | . , M . , j . , MTlTlr.  .)  : and  6 
illegitimate,  as  not,  together,  necessarily  exceeding  the  quantity 
of  that  term,  taken  once  in  its  full  extent  (.,M,|,M.,|.M.| 
.M.|,M.|,M,). 

Each  of  these  16  quantified  middle  terms  affords  64  possible 
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moods ; to  wit,  16  affirmative,  48  negative ; legitimate  and  ille- 
gitimate. 

Altogether, these  16  middle  terms  thus  give  266  affirmative  and 
768  negative  moods;  which, added  together,make  up  1024  moods, 
legitimate  and  illegitimate,  for  each  figure.  For  all  three  figures 
= 3072. 

The  10  legitimate  quantifications  of  the  middle  term  afford,  of 
legitimate  moods,  1 60  affirmative  and  320  negative  (=480)  i.  e. 
each  ] 6 affirmative  and  32  negative  moods,  (=48) ; besides  of 
illegitimate  moods,  from  double  negation,  1 60,  i.  e.,  each  1 6.  The 
6 illegitimate  quantifications  afford,  of  affirmative  moods,  96; 
of  simple  negative  moods,  192;  of  double  negative  moods,  96 
(=384).  Adding  all  the  illegitimates  = 544. 

The  1024  moods,  in  each  figure,  thus  afford,  of  legitimate,  480 
moods,  (1440  for  all  3 Figs.) ; being  of  affirmative  160  (480  for  3 
Figs.),of  negative  320  (960  for3  Figs.),  of  illegitimate  544  moods; 
there  being  excluded  in  each,  from  inadequate  distribution  alone, 
(§),  288  moods,  (viz.  96  affirmative,  1 92  negative) ; from  double 
nation  alone,  (J),  160  moods ; from  inadequate  distribution  and 
double  negation  together,  (§  |),  96  moods. 


(3.)  Mnemonic  Verses. 

A it  affirms  of  thit,  these,  all — 
Whilst  E denies  of  any ; 

1,  it  affirms,  whilst  O denies, 

Of  sotne  (or  few  or  many). 

Thus  A affirms,  as  E denies. 

And  definitely  either : 

Thus  I affirms,  as  O denies, 

And  definitely  neither. 

A half,  left  semi-definite, 

Is  worthy  of  its  score  ; 

U,  then,  afiirms,  as  Y denies. 

This,  neither  less  nor  more. 

Indefinito-definites, 

To  UI  and  YO  we  come  ; 

And  that  affirms,  and  this  denies. 
Of  more,  most,  (half  plus  some.) 
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UI  and  TO  may  be  called  Indefinito-definite,  either,  (1°),  Be- 
cause they  approximate  to  the  whole  or  definite,  [forming]  more 
than  its  moiety,  or,  (2°),  Because  they  include  a half,  which,  in  a 
certain  sense,  may  be  regarded  as  definite,  and  something,  inde- 
finite, over  and  above. 


VIII. 

INDUCTION  AND  EXAMPLR 


(See  above,  VoL  I.  p.  318.) 

(«)  Quotations  from  Authors. 


L — Aristotle. 

Aristotle,  AtioI.  Pri.,  L.  ii.  c.  23.  After  stating  that  “ we  be- 
lieve all  things  either  through  [Deductive]  Syllogism  or  from  In- 
duction,” he  goes  on  to  expound  the  nature  of  this  latter  process. 

“ Now,  Induction,  and  the  Syllogism  from  Induction,  is  tho 
inferring  one  extreme  [the  major]  of  the  middle  through  the 
other ; if,  for  instance,  B is  the  middle  of  A C,  and,  through  C, 
we  show  that  A inheres  in  R Thus  do  we  institute  Inductions. 
In  illustration: — Let  A be  long-lived,  B,  wanting-hik,  and  C, 
individual  long-lived  animals,  as  man,  horse,  mule,  &c.  A,  then, 
inheres  in  the  whole  of  C,  (for  all  animal  without  bile  is  [at  least 
some]  long-lived) ; but  B,  wanting  bile,  also  [partially,  at  least,] 
inheres  in  all  C.“  If  now  C reciprocate  with  B,  and  do  not  go 


a I have,  however,  doubts  whether 
the  example  which  now  stands  in  the 
Organon,  be  that  which  Aristotle  him- 
self proposed.  It  appears,  at  least,  to 
have  been  considerably  modified,  pro- 
bably to  bring  it  nearer  to  what  was 
snbsequently  supposed  to  be  the  truth. 
This  I infer,  as  likely,  from  the  Com- 
mentary of  Ammonins  on  the  Prior 
Analytics,  occasionally  interpolated 
by,  and  thns  erroneously  quoted  under 
the  name  of,  a posterior  critic, — Joan- 
nes, sumamed  Philoponns,  Ac.  His 
wonU  are,  in  reference  to  Aristotle,  as 


follows: — “He  wishes,  through  an 
example,  to  illustrate  the  Inductive 
process ; it  is  of  this  intent.  Let  A be 
lony-lived  ; B,  icarUing  bile  ; G,  as  croto, 
and  the  like.  Now  he  says  : — that  the 
crow  and  the  stag  being  animals  with- 
out bile  and  long-lived ; therefore,  ani- 
mal wanting  bile  is  long-lived.  Thus, 
through  the  last  [or  minor],  do  we  con- 
nect the  middle  term  with  the  [major] 
extreme.  For  I argue  thus  : — Tho  in- 
dividual animals  wanting  bile  are  [all] 
long-lived ; consequently,  [all]  animals 
wantingbilearelong-livod.”  F.  107 a, 
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beyond  that  middle,  [if  C and  B,  subject  and  predicate,  are  each 
all  the  other],  it  is  of  necessity  that  A [some,  at  least,]  should 
inhere  in  [all]  B.  For  it  has  been  previously  shown,"  that  if  any 
two  [notions]  inhere  in  the  same  [middle  notion],  and  if  the 
middle  ^ reciprocate  with  either  [or  with  both] ; then  will  the 


ed.  Aid.  Compare  also  the  greatly 
later  Leo  Magentinns,  on  the  Prior 
Aruxlytics,  {.  41  a,  ed.  Aid.  On  the 
age  of  Magentinus,  hiatorians,  (as 
Saxins  and  Fabriciujs,)  vary,  from  the 
seventh  century  to  the  fourteenth.  He 
was  certainly  subsequent  to  Michael 
Psellns,  junior,  whom  he  quotes,  and, 
therefore,  not  before  the  end  of  the 
eleventh  century ; whilst  his  ignorance 
of  the  doctrine  of  Conversion,  intro- 
duced  by  Boethius,  may  show  that  he 
could  hardly  have  been  so  recent  as 
the  fourteenth. 

Aristotle,  Pe  Part.  Animal,  (L.  iv. 
c.  2),  says  : — “In  some  animals  the  gall 
[bladder]  is  absolutely  wanting,  as  in 
the  horse,  mule,  ass,  stag,  and  roe.  , . . 
It  is,  therefore,  evident  that  the  gall 
serves  no  useful  purpose,  but  is  a mere 
excretion.  ^Vherefore  those  of  the 
ancients  say  well,  who  declare  that  the 
cause  of  longevity  is  the  absence  of  the 
gall ; and  this  from  their  observation 
of  the  solidungula  and  deer,  for  ani- 
mals of  these  classes  want  the  gall,  and 
are  long-lived.”  ffist.  An.,  L.  ii  o. 
11  Schn.,  18  Seal.,  15  vuL  Notices 
that  some  animals  have,  others  want, 
the  gall-bladder  v.  Schn.  iii.  p. 

106)  at  the  liver.  Of  the  latter,  among 
viviparous  quadrupeds,  ho  notices  stag, 
roe,  horse,  mule,  ass,  Ac.  Of  birds  who 
have  the  gall-bladder  apart  from  the 
liver  and  attached  to  the  intestines, 
ho  notices  the  pigeon,  crow,  Ac. 

a Aristotle  refers  to  the  chapter  im- 
mediately preceding,  which  treats  of 
the  Reciprocation  of  Terms,  and  in  that 
to  the  fifth  rule  which  he  gives,  and  of 
the  following  purport.  “ Again,  when 
A and  B inhere  in  all  C [i.  e.  all  C is 
A and  is  B],  and  when  C reciprocates 
[i.r.  is  of  the  same  extension  and  com- 


prehension] with  B,  it  is  necessary 
that  A should  inhere  in  all  B [t.  e.  that 
all  B should  be  A].” 

0 For  ix/wr,  I read  nivor ; but  per- 
haps) the  true  lection  is — nphs  rovro 
Odrffmr  aOrHr  rSir  fbcp«r. 

The  necessity  of  an  emendation  be- 
comes manifest  from  the  slightest  con- 
sideration of  the  context.  In  fact,  the 
common  reading  yields  only  nonsense ; 
and  this  on  sundry  grounds. — 1°,  There 
are  three  things  to  which  eirtpor  is  here 
appUcable,  and  yet  it  can  only  apply 
to  two.  But  if  limited,  as  limited  it 
must  be,  to  the  two  inherents,  two 
absurdities  emerge.  — 2°  For  the  mid- 
dle, or  common  notion,  in  which  both 
the  others  inhere,  that,  in  fact,  hen 
exeUaively  wanted,  is  alone  excluded. — 
S°,  One,  too,  of  the  inherents  is  made 
to  reciprocate  with  either ; that  is, 
with  itself,  or  other. — 4”,  Of  the  two 
inherents,  the  minor  extreme  is  that 
which,  on  Aristotle's  doctrine  of  Induc- 
tion, is  alone  considered  as  reciprocat- 
ing with  the  middle  or  common  term. 
But,  in  Aristotle’s  language,  rt  Sjcpoe, 
“ The  Extreme,"  is  (like  ^ rtpirraaw. 
The  Proposition  in  the  common  lan- 
guage of  the  logicians)  a synonym  for 
the  major,  in  opposition  to,  and  in  ex- 
clusion of,  the  minor,  term.  In  the  two 
short  correlative  chapters,  the  present 
and  that  which  immediately  follows, 
on  Induction  and  on  Example,  the  ex- 
pression, besides  the  instance  in  ques- 
tion, occurs  at  least  seven  times ; and 

in  all  as  the  major  term 6°,  The 

emendation  is  required  by  the  demon- 
stration itself,  to  which  Aristotle  re- 
fers. It  is  found  in  the  chapter  imme- 
diately preceding,  (§  5) ; and  is  as  fol- 
lows : — “ Again,  when  A and  B inhere 
in  all  C ; and  when  C reciprocates  with 
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other  of  the  predicates,  [the  syllogism  being  in  the  third  figure,] 
inhere  in  the  co-reciprocating  extreme.  But  it  behoves  us  to 
conceive  C as  a complement  of  the  whole  individuals  ; for  Induc- 
tion has  its  inference  through  [as  it  is  of]  alLi* 

“ This  kind  of  syllogism  is  of  the  primary  and  immediate  pro- 
position. For  the  reasoning  of  things  mediate  is,  through  their 
medium ; of  things  immediate,  through  Induction.  And  in  a 
certain  sort.  Induction  is  opposed  to  the  [Deductive]  Syllogism. 
For  the  latter,  through  the  middle  term,  proves  the  [major]  ex- 
treme of  the  third  [or  minor] ; whereas  the  former,  through  the 
third  [or  minor  term,  proves]  the  [major]  extreme  of  the  middle. 
Thus,  [absolutely]  in  nature,  the  syllogism  through  a medium  is 
the  prior  and  more  notorious ; but  [relatively]  to  us,  that  through 
Induction  is  the  clearer.” 

An.  Pr.,  L.  ii.  c.  24  Of  exampla — § 1.  “ Example  emerges, 
when  it  is  shown  that  the  [major]  extreme  inheres  in  the  middle, 
by  something  similar  to  the  third  [or  minor  term]  ”...  § 4 
” Thus  it  is  manifest  that  the  Example  does  not  hold  the  rela- 
tion either  of  a whole  to  part  [Deduction],  or  of  a part  to  whole 
[Induction],  but  of  part  to  part ; when  both  are  contained  under 
the  same,  and  one  is  more  manifest  than  the  other."  § 5.  " And 
[Example]  differs  from  Induction,  in  that  this,  from  all  the  in- 
dividuals, shows  that  the  [major]  extreme  inheres  in  the  middle, 
and  does  not  [like  Deduction]  hang  the  syllogism  on  the  major 
extreme ; whereas  that  both  hangs  the  syllogism  [on  the  major 
extreme],  and  does  not  show  from  all  the  individuals  [that  the 
major  extreme  is  inherent  in  the  minor.]  ” 

An.  Post.,  L.  L c.  1,  § 3. — “ The  same  holds  true  in  the  case  of 
reasonings,  whether  through  [Deductive]  Syllogisms  or  through 
Induction ; for  both  accomplish  the  instruction  they  afford  from 
information  foreknown,  the  former  receiving  it  as  it  were  from 
the  tradition  of  the  intelligent,  the  latter  manifesting  the  uni- 


S,-  it  neceBaarily  followi  that  A shonld 
[partially,  at  leant,]  inhere  in' all  B. 
For  whilst  A [some,  at  least,]  inheres 
in  all  C ; and  [all]  C,  by  reason  of  their 
reciprocity,  inheres  in  [all]  B ; A will 
also  [some,  at  least,]  inhere  in  all  B.” 
The  mood  here  (pren  is  viii.  of  onr 
Table.  (See  below.  Appendix  XII.) 


a This  requisite  of  Logical  Induction, 
— that  it  should  be  thought  as  the  re- 
sult of  an  agreement  of  all  the  indivi- 
duals or  parts, — is  further  shown  by 
Aristotle  in  the  chapter  immediately 
following,  in  which  he  treats  the  rea- 
soning from  Example.  [See  passage 
quoted  on  this  page  (J  6). — Ed.] 
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veraal  through  the  light  of  the  individuaL”  (Pacii,  p.  41 3.  See 
the  rest  of  the  chapter). 

An.  Post.,  L.  L c.  18,  § 1. — “ But  it  is  manifest  that,  if  any 
sense  be  wanting,  some  relative  science  should  be  wanting  like- 
wise, this  it  being  now  impossible  for  us  to  apprehend.  For  we 
learn  everything  either  by  induction  or  by  demonstration.  Now, 
demonstration  is  from  universals,  and  induction  from  particulars ; 
but  it  is  impossible  to  speculate  the  universal  unless  through 
induction,  seeing  that  even  the  products  of  abstraction  will 
become  known  to  us  by  induction.” 

A.  Aristotle’s  Errors  regarding  Induction. 

Not  making  Syllogism  and  its  theory  superior  and  common 
to  both  Deductive  and  Inductive  reasoninga 

A corollary  of  the  preceding  is  the  reduction  of  the  genus  Syl- 
logism to  its  species  Deductive  Syllogism,  and  the  consequent 
contortion  of  Induction  to  Deduction. 

B.  Omissions. 

Omission  of  negativea 

Of  both  terms  reciprocating. 

C.  Ambiguities. 

Confusion  of  Individuals  and  Particular.  See  Schcibler,  [Opera 
Logica,  P.  iii.  De  Prop.,  c.  vi.  tit.  3,  5. — Ed.] 

Confusion  or  non-distinction  of  Major  or  Minor  extremes. 


The  subsequent  observations  are  intended  only  to  show  out 
Aristotle’s  authentic  opinion,  which  I hold  to  be  substantially 
the  true  doctrine  of  Induction ; to  expose  the  multiform  errors 
of  liis  expositors,  and  their  tenth  and  ten  times  tenth  repeaters, 
would  be  at  once  a tedious,  superfluous,  and  invidious  labour. — 
I shall,  first  of  all,  give  articulately  the  correlative  syllogisms  of 
Induction  and  Deduction  which  Aristotle  had  in  his  eye ; and 
shall  employ  the  example  which  now  stands  in  the  Organon,  for, 
though  physiologically  false,  it  is,  nevertheless,  (as  a supposition,) 
valid,  in  illustration  of  the  logical  process. 
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ABI8T0TLE*8  CORBBLATIVE  8XLL0GI8M8. 


(a)  Or  Indcction. 

All  C (man,  hone,  mule,  dec.)  is 
some  A (long-lived); 

All  C (man,  hone,  mule,  &c.)  is 
all  B (wanting-bile); 

All  B (wanting-bile)  is  some  A 
(long-lived). 

A , — • : C (p,  q,  r,  &C.)  : mm— : B 


A, 


(5)  Of  Dbdcotion. 

All  B (wanting-bile)  is  some  A 
(long-lived) ; 

All  C (man,  hone,  mule,  &c.)  is 
all  B (wanting-bile) ; 

All  C (man,  hone,  mule,  &c.)  is 
some  A (long-lived). 

— : B : C (p,  q,  r,  &c.) 


These  syllogisms,  though  of  different  figures,  fall  in  the  same 
mood ; in  our  table  they  are  of  the  eighth  mood  of  the  third  and 
first  Figures.  Both  unallowed.  (SeeBamus,  quoted  below,  p.  370.) 

The  Inductive  syllogism  in  the  first  figure  given  by  Schegkius, 
Pacius,  the  Jesuits  of  Coimbra,  and  a host  of  subsequent  repeat- 
ers, is  altogether  incompetent,  in  so  far  as  meant  for  Aristotle’s 
correlative  to  his  Inductive  syllogism  in  the  third.  Neither 
directly  nor  indirectly  does  the  philosopher  refer  to  any  Induc- 
tive reasoning  in  any  other  figure  than  the  third.  And  he  is 
right ; for  the  third  is  the  figure  in  which  all  the  inferences  of 
Induction  naturally  run.  To  reduce  such  reasonings  to  the  first 
figure,  far  more  to  the  second,  is  felt  as  a contortion ; as  will  be 
found  from  the  two  following  instances,  the  one  of  which  is 
Aristotle’s  example  of  Induction,  reduced  by  Pacius  to  the  first 
figure,  and  the  other  the  same  example  reduced  by  me  to  the 
second.  I have  taken  care  also  to  state  articulately  what  are 
distinctly  thought, — the  quantifications  of  the  predicate  in  this 
reasoning  ; ignored  by  Pacius  and  logicians  in  general,  and  ad- 
mitted only  on  compulsion,  among  others,  by  Berodon,  (below, 
p.  371),  and  the  Coimbra  commentator.” 


ABISTOTLS’S  INDCCTIYE  8TU.OOI8U  IN  FIOUSES. 
(c)Fig.L 


All  C (man,  bone,  mule,  &c.)  is 
some  A (long-lived) ; 

All  B (wanting-bile)  ia  all  C 
(man,  hone,  mnle,  Ac.)  ; 

All  B (wanting-bile)  is  some  A 
(long-lived). 

a [In  An.  Prior.,  L.  iL  p.  403.  Cf. 

Perionios,  Dialtttica,  L,  iii.  p.  336 
VOL.  II. 


(d)  Fig.  II. 

Some  A (long-lived)  ia  all  C 
(man,  hone,  mule,  Ac.)  ; 

All  B (wanting-bile)  is  all  C 
(man,  hone,  mule,  Ac.)  ; 

All  B (wonting-bile)  ia  some  A 
(long-lived). 

(1644).  Tosca,  Comp.  PhU.,  Logica, 
T.  L L.  ili  c.  1,  p.  116.] 

2 A 
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II. — Pachymebes. 

Pachymeres,  Epitome  of  A ristotle’s  Logie,  (Title  viii.  ch.  3,  c. 
1280). — “ Induction,  too,  is  celebrated  as  another  instrument  of 
philosophy.  It  is  more  persuasive  than  Deductive  reasoning ; for 
it  proposes  to  infer  the  universal  from  singulars,  and,  if  possible, 
from  all.  But  as  this  is  frequently  impossible,  individuals  being 
often  in  number  infinite,  there  has  been  found  a method  through 
which  we  may  accomplish  an  Induction,  from  the  observation  even 
of  a few.  For,  after  enumerating  as  many  as  we  can,  we  are 
entitled  to  call  on  our  adversary  to  state  on  his  part,  and  to  prove, 
any  opposing  instances.  Should  he  do  this,  then  [for  ‘ data  in* 
stantia,  cadit  inductio  ’]  he  prevails ; but  should  he  not,  then  do 
we  succeed  in  our  Induction. — But  Induction  is  brought  to  bear 
in  the  third  figure  ; for  in  this  figure  is  it  originally  cast.  Should, 
then,  the  minor  premise  be  converted,  so  that  tlie  middle  be  now 
predicated  of  all  the  minor  extreme,  as  that  extreme  was  predi* 
cated  of  all  the  middle  ; in  that  case,  the  conclusion  will  be,  not 
of  some,  but  of  all.  [In  Indnction]  the  first  figure,  therefore, 
arises  from  conversion, — from  conversion  of  the  minor  premise, 
— and  this,  too,  converted  into  all,  and  not  into  some.  But  [an 
Inductive  syllogism]  is  drawn  in  the  third  figure  as  follows ; — 
Let  it  be  supposed  that  we  wish  to  prove — Every  animal  moves 
the  lower  jato.  With  that  intent,  we  place  as  terms : — the 
major  moves  the  under  jaw;  the  minor,  [o/l]  animal;  and,  last- 
ly, the  middle,  all  contained  under  animal,  so  that  these  contents 
reciprocate  with  all  animal.  And  it  is  thus  perfected  [?]  in  the 
first  figure — To  move  the  lonoer  jaw  is  predicated  of  all  individual 
animals;  these  all  are  predicated  of  all  animal ; therefore,  ?n<w- 
ing  the  lower  jaw  is  predicated  of  all  animal.  In  such  sort 
induction  is  accomplished.” 

III. — Kamus. 

Ramus,  Scholee  Dialecticce,  L.  viiL  c.  11.  “ Quid  vero  sit  in- 
ductio perobscure  [Aristoteli]  declaratur : nec  ab  interpretibus 
intelligitur,  quo  modo  syllogismus  per  medium  concludat  majus 
extremum  de  rainore : inductio  majus  de  medio  per  minus.” 
Ramus  has  confirmed  his  doctrine  by  Ids  example.  For,  in  his 
expositions,  he  himself  is  not  correct. 
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IV. — Debodon. 

Derodon,  Logica  Restxtuta,  1669,  p.  602.  Philosophia  C(m- 
tracta,  1664,  Logica,  p.  91.  “ Induction  is  the  argumentation  in 
which,  from  all  the  particulars,  their  universal  is  inferred  ; as — 
Fire,  air,  water,  earth,  are  bodies;  therefore,  every  element  is  body. 
It  is  recalled,  however,  to  syllogism,  by  assuming  all  the  particu- 
lars [including  singulars]  for  the  middle  term,  in  this  manner : 
— Fire,  air,  water,  and  earth  are  bodies  ; but  fire,  air,  water,  and 
earth  are  every  element ; therefore,  every  element  is  body.  Again : 
— The  head,  chest,  feet,  <fcc.,  are  diseased  ; but  the  head,  chest,  feel, 
dec.,  are  the  whole  animal ; therefore,  the  whole  animal  is  diseased. 
Thus  Induction  is  accomplished,  when,  by  the  enumeration  of 
all  the  individuals,  we  conclude  of  the  species  what  holds  of  all 
its  individuals  ; as — Peter,  Paul,  James,  Ac.,  are  rational ; there- 
fore, all  man  is  rational ; or  when,  by  the  enumeration  of  all  the 
species,  we  conclude  of  the  genus  what  holds  of  all  its  species ; 
as — Man,  ass,  horse,  Ac.,  are  sensitive ; therefore,  all  animal  is 
sensitive;  or  when,  by  the  enumeration  of  all  the  parts,  we  con- 
clude the  same  of  the  whole  ; as — Head,  chest,  feet,  Ac.,  are  dis- 
eased; therefore,  the  whole  animal  is  diseased." 

V. — The  College  of  Alcala. 

A curious  error  in  regard  to  the  contrast  of  the  Inductive  and 
the  Deductive  syllogism  stands  in  the  celebrated  Cursus  Complu- 
tensis, — in  the  Dispulalions  on  Aristotle's  Dialectic,  by  the  Car- 
melite College  of  Alcala,  1624,  (L  iii  c.  2).  We  there  find  stir- 
rendered  Aristotle’s  distinctions  as  accidental.  Induction  and 
Deduction  are  recognised,  each  as  both  ascending  and  descending, 
u both  from,  and  to,  the  whole ; the  essential  difference  between 
the  processes  being  taken,  in  the  existence  of  a middle  term  for 
Deduction,  in  its  non-existence  for  Induction.  The  following  is 
given  as  an  example  of  the  descending  syllogism  of  Induction : — 
All  men  are  animals  ; therefore,  this,  and  this,  and  this,  Ac.,  man 
is  an  animal.  An  ascending  Inductive  syllogism  is  obtained  from 
the  preceding  if  reversed.  Now  all  this  is  a mistake.  The  Syllo- 
gism here  stated  is  Deductive ; the  middle,  minor,  and  major 
terms,  the  minor  premise  and  the  conclusion  being  confounded 
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together.  Expressed  as  it  ought  to  be,  the  syllogism  is  as  follows  : 
— All  men  are  (some)  animals  ; this,  and  this,  and  this,  dec.,  are 
(constitute)  all  men  ; therefore,  this,  and  this,  and  this,  dec.,  are 
(some)  animal.  Here  the  middle  term  and  three  propositions  re- 
appear ; whilst  the  Deductive  syllogism  in  the  first  figure  yields, 
of  course  on  its  reversal,  an  Inductive  syllogism  in  the  third. 

The  vulgar  errors,  those  till  latterly,  at  least,  prevalent  in  this 
country, — that  Induction  is  a syllogism  in  the  Mood  Barbara  of 
the  first  figure,  (with  the  minor  or  the  major  premise  usually 
suppressed) ; and  still  more  that  from  a some  in  the  antecedent, 
we  can  logically  induce  an  all  in  the  conclusion ; these,  on  their 
own  account,  are  errors  now  hardly  deserving  of  notice,  and 
have  been  already  sufficiently  exposed  by  me  upon  another 
occasioa  (Edinhurgh  Review,  LVII.  p.  224  et  seq.)  (Discus- 
sions, p.  158  et  seq. — Ed.] 

VI. — Eacciolatl 

Facciolati,  Rudimenta  Logica,  p.  iii  o.  3,  defines  Induction  as 
“ a reasoning  without  a middle,  and  concluding  the  universal  by 
an  enumeration  of  the  singulars  of  which  it  is  made  up.”  His 
examples  show  that  he  took  it  for  an  Enthymeme. — “ Prudence, 
Temperatice,  Fortitude,  dte.,  are  good  habits  (these  constitute  all 
virtue\ ; therefore,  (aU\  virtue  is  a good  habit.” 

VII. — Lambebt. 

Lambert,  Neues  Organon,  i.  § 287.  " When,  in  consequence  of 
finding  a certain  attribute  in  all  things  or  cases  which  pertain  to 
a class  or  species  [genus  (?)],  we  are  led  to  affirm  this  attribute  of 
the  notion  of  the  class  or  genus ; we  are  said  to  find  the  attribute 
of  a class  or  genus  through  induction.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
this  succeeds,  so  soon  as  the  induction  is  complete,  or  so  soon  as 
we  have  ascertained  that  the  class  or  species  A contains  under  it 

no  other  cases  than  C,  D,  E,  F, M,  and  that  the  attribute  B 

occurs  in  each  of  the  cases  C,  D,  E,  F M.  This  process  now 

presents  a formal  syllogism  in  Caspida.  For  wo  thus  reason — 

C,  as  well  oi  D,  E,  F M are  oil  B ; 

But  A is  either  C,  or  D,  or  E,  or  F or  11 ; 

Consequently,  all  hare 
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“The  example  previously  given  of  the  syllogistic  mood  Caspida 
may  here  serve  for  Ulustration.  For,  to  find  whether  every  syllo- 
gism of  the  Second  Figure  be  negative,  we  go  through  its  several 
moods.  These  are  Cesare,  Camestres,  Festino,  Baroco.  Now, 
both  the  first  conclude  in  £,  both  the  last  in  0.  But  £ andp  are 
negative,|consequentlyall  the  four,and  herewith  theSecondFigure 
in  general,  conclude  negatively."  As  in  most  cases,  it  is  very  diffi- 
cult to  render  the  minor  proposition,  which  has  the  disjunctive 
predicate  for  its  middle  term,  complete,  there  are,  therefore,  com- 
petent very  few  perfect  inductions.  The  imperfect  are  [logically] 
worthless,  since  it  is  not  in  every  case  allowable  to  argue  from 
some  to  alL  And  even  the  perfect  we  eschew  whensoever  the 
conclusion  can  be  deduced  immediately  from  the  notion  of  the 
genus,  for  this  inference  is  a shorter  and  more  beautiful.” 

Strictures  on  Lambert’s  doctrine  of  Induction. 

1°,  In  making  the  minor  proposition  disjunctive. 

2°,  In  making  it  particular. 

3°,  In  making  it  a minor  of  the  First  Figure  instead  of  the 
Third. 

Better  a categorical  syllogism  of  the  Third  Figure,  like  Aris- 
totle, whom  he  does  not  seem  to  have  been  aware  of.  Befuted  by 
his  own  doctrine  in  § 230,  (below,  p.  437). 


The  recent  (Jerman  Logicians,/3  following  Lambert,  (AT.  Org.  i. 
§ 287),  make  the  inductive  syllogism  a hybrid  disjunctive.  Lam- 
bert’s example  is  : — “ C,  as  well  as  D,  £,  F, M,  all  are  B ; but 

A is  either  C,  or  D,  or  £,  or  F, or  M ; therefore,  all  A is  B.” 

Or,  to  adapt  it  to  Aristotle’s  example : — " Man,  as  well  as  horse, 
mule,  &c.,  all  are  long-lived  animals ; but  animal  void  of  gall  is 
either  man,  or  horse,  or  mule,  &c. ; therefore,  all  animal  void  of 
gall  is  long-lived." 

This,  I find,  was  an  old  opinion ; and  is  well  invalidated  by  the 
commentators  of  Louvain."’' 


■ It  is  given  in  $ 286,  as  follows ; — 
“ Tht  tyUagitmt,  « wtU  m Caart  as 
in  Camestres,  Festino,  and  Saneo,  are 
all  negative  ; 

" How  every  syllogism  (/  the  Second 
Figure  is  either  M Cesare,  or  Camestres, 


or  Festino,  or  Baroeo  ; 

“ Consequently  every  syllogism  in  the 
Second  Figure  ii  negadve.” 

0 As  Herbert,  Lehrbueh  der  Logit, 
I 69.  Tweeten,  Drobiscb,  H.  Ritter. 
y “I  amawareof  tbeopinionof  many 
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The  only  inducement  to  the  disjunctive  form  is,  that  the  predi- 
cate is  exhausted  without  the  predesignation  of  universality,  and 
the  First  Figure  attained.  But  as  these  crotchets  have  been  here 
refuted,  therefore,  the  more  natural,  &c. 

Some  logicians,  as  "Oxford  Crakanthorpe,”  (Logica,  1.  iii.,c.  20, 
published  1622,  but  written  long  before),  hold  that  Induction  can 
only  be  recalled  to  a hypothetical  syllogism.  As, — If  Sophocles 
he  risible,  likewise  Plato  and  ail  other  men,  then  all  man  is  risible  ; 
but  Socrates  is  risible,  likewise  Plato  arid  all  other  men;  therefore, 
all  man  is  risible.  Against  the  Categorical  syllogism  in  one  or 
other  figure  he  argues : — “ This  is  not  a universal  categorical,  be- 
cause both  the  premises  are  singular ; nor  a singular  categorical, 
because  the  conclusion  is  universal”  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that, 
though  the  sulyects  of  the  premises  be  singular,  (Crakanthorpe 
does  not  contemplate  their  being  particular),  as  supposed  to  be 
the  constituents  of  a species  or  relatively  universal  whole,  they  are 
equivalent  to  that  species ; their  universality,  though  contrary  to 


that  the  singulars  in  the  Indnctive 
syllogism  should  be  enumerated  by  a 
disjunctive  conjunction,  in  so  much 
that  the  premisae  of  such  a syllogism 
are  commonly  wont  to  be  thus  cast : 
— ‘Whatsoever  is  John,  or  Peter,  or 
Paul,  &c.,  is  capable  of  instruction.’ 
But  they  err,  not  observing  that  the 
previous  proposition  is  manifestly  equi- 
valent to  the  following, — John  ami 
Peter,  and  Paul,  ttc.,  are  capable  of 
instruction.’  ’’  (Lovanienses,  Comm.  In 
An.  Pr.,  L.  ii.  tr.  3,  0.  2,  p.  286,  ed. 
1547. ) This  here  said  of  the  major  is 
true  of  Lambert’s  minor. 

This  doctrine — that  the  Inductive 
syllogism  should  be  drawn  in  a dis- 
junctive form — was  commonly  held, 
especially  by  the  scholastic  commen- 
tators on  Petrus  Hispanns.  Thus  Ver- 
sor,  (to  take  the  books  at  hand,)  whose 
Expooition  8ret  appeared  in  1487,  says  : 
— “ In  the  fourth  place.  Induction  is 
thus  reduced  to  syllogism,  seeing  that 
in  the  conclusion  of  the  Induction 
there  are  two  terms,  of  which  the 
subject  forms  the  minor,  and  the  pre- 
dicate the  major,  extreme  in  the  s^lo- 


gism ; whilst  the  singtdars,  which 
have  no  place  iu  the  conclusion,  con- 
stitute the  middle  term.  Thus  the 
Induction, — ‘Socrates  runs,  Plato  runs, 
(and  so  of  other  men) ; therefore,  all 
man  runs,  ’ is  thus  reduced : ‘ All  that 
is  Socrates,  or  Plato,  (and  so  of  others), 
runs ; but  all  man  is  Socrates,  or  Plato, 
(and  so  of  others) ; therefore,  all  man 
runs.’  And  these  singulars  ought  to 
be  taken  disjunctively,  and  disjnnc- 
tively,  not  copnlatively,  verified  of 
their  universal.’’  (In  Ilitp.  Summul. 
Tr.  V.) 

The  same  doctrine  is  held  in  the 
SepaTtttiona  of  Arnoldns  de  Tnngeri 
and  the  Masters  Regent  in  the  Burse 
(or  College)  of  St  Lawrence,  in  Cologne, 
1496.  (Tr.  iii.  c.  it.  Sec.  Pri.) 

It  is  also  maintained  in  the  Copu~ 
lata  of  Lambertus  de  Monte,  and  the 
other  Regents  in  the  Bursa  Montis  of 
Cologne,  1490.  They  give  their  rea- 
sons,  which  are,  however,  not  worth 
stating  and  refuting. 

But  Tataretns,  neither  in  bis  Com- 
mentaries on  Hupanns  nor  <m  Aristo- 
tle, mentions  this  doctrine. 
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Aristotle’s  canon),  is,  indeed,  overtly  declared,  in  one  of  the  pre- 
mises, by  the  universal  predesignation  of  the  predicate.  Our 
author  further  adds,  “ that  Induction  cannot  be  a categorical  syl- 
logism, because  it  contains  four  terms ; ” this  quaternity  being  made 
by  the  " all  men  ” (in  his  example)  of  the  premises  being  consi- 
dered as  different  from  the  “ all  man  ” of  the  conclusion.  This  is 
the  veriest  trifling.  The  difference  is  wholly  factitious  : all  man, 
all  men,  &c.,  are  virtually  the  same  ; and  we  may  indifferently  use 
either  or  both,  in  premises  and  conclusion. 

(i)  Material  Induction. 

Material  or  Philosophical  Induction  is  not  so  simple  as  com- 
monly stated,  but  consists  of  two  syllogisms,  and  two  deductive 
syllogisms,  and  one  an  Epicheirema.  Thus : — 

I. — What  it  found  true  of  some  constituents  of  a ncUural  class, 
is  to  be  presumed  true  of  the  whole  class,  (for  nature  is  always 
uniform) ; a a'  a’  are  some  constituents  of  the  doss  A ; therefore, 
what  is  true  of  a a'  a’  is  to  he  presumed  true  of  A. 

IL — What  is  true  of  a a!  a',  is  to  he  presumed  true  of  A ; hut 
s is  true  of  a a'  a" ; therefore,  z is  true  of  A. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  all  that  is  here  inferred  is  only  a pre- 
sumption, founded,  1°,  On  the  supposed  uniformity  of  nature ; 
2°,  That  A is  a natural  class ; 3°,  On  the  truth  of  the  observation 
that  a a'  a"  are  really  constituents  of  that  class  A ; and,  4°,  That 
z is  an  essential  quality,  and  not  an  accidental.  If  any  be  false, 
the  reasoning  is  naught,  and,  in  regard  to  the  second,  a a'  a",  (some), 
cannot  represent  A,  (cdl),  if  in  any  instance  it  is  found  untrue. 
“ Data  instanlia  cadit  inductio,”  In  that  case  the  syllogism  has 
an  undistributed  middla 
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IX. 


HYTOTHETICAL  AND  DISJUNCTIVE  REASONING- 
IMMEDIATE  INFERENCK 


A— AUTHOR’S  DOCTRINE— FRAGMENTS. 


(S«e  above,  VoL  I,  p.  326.) 


All  Mediate  inference  is  one ; that  incorrectly  called  Categcri- 
cal ; for  the  Conjunctive  and  SiyumAive  forma  of  HypotheticcU 
reasoning  are  reducible  to  immediate  inferences. 


g 

g. 


g 


1 

I* 

03 


Recognised 
as  Propositional 
(Various.) 

! Disjunctive, 
Conjunctive, 


Mediate  ; 

(A)  Analytic.  \ 

a)  Unfigured. 

/ 

Syllogism  Proper,  ' 

b)  Figured,  I 
(Intensive  ^ 

(Categorical) 

[b)  Synthetic.  J 

or  Exten-  I 
rive)  in  ( 

Immediate ; 
of  which  some 
kinds  are 


Hypo- 

thetical 


F. 

F. 


F. 


o 


§ 1.  Reasoning  is  the  showing  out  explicitly  that  a proposition, 
not  granted  or  supposed,  is  implicitly  contained  in  something 
difiFerent,  which  is  granted  or  supposed. 

§ 2.  What  is  granted  or  supposed  is  either  a single  proposition, 
or  more  than  a single  proposition^  The  Reasoning,  in  the  former 
case,  is  Immediate,  in  the  latter.  Mediate. 

§ 3.  The  proposition  implicitly  contained,  may  be  stated  first 
or  last.  The  Reasoning,  in  the  former  case,  is  Analytic,  in  the 
latter.  Synthetic. 

Observations. — § 1.  " A proposition,”  not  a truth ; for  the  pro- 
position may  not,  absolutely  considered,  be  true,  but  relatively 
to  what  is  supposed  its  evolution,  is  and  must  be  necessary. 

a Reprinted  from  Ducumone,  p.  656. — Ed.  , 
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All  Reasoning  is  thus  hypothetical;  hypothetically  true, 
though  absolutely  what  contains,  and,  consequently,  what 
is  contained,  may  be  false." 

ObaervatioM. — § 2.  Examples : Immediate — 1/  A is  B,  then 
Bis  A;  Mediate — If  A is  B,  and  Bis  C,  then  A is  C. 

Observations. — § 3.  Examples : Analytic — B is  A,  for  A is  B ; 
A is  C,  for  A is  B,  and  B is  C.  Synthetic — A is  B ; there- 
fore B is  A ; A is  B,  and  B is  C ; therefore,  A is  C. 


On  the  Natihie  and  Divisions  of  Inference  oe  Syllogism 
IN  general. 

(November  1848.) 


I.  Inference,  what 

IL  Inference  is  of  three  kinds;  what  I would  call — 1°,  the 
Commutative  ; 2°,  the  Easplicative  ; and,  3°,  the  Comparative. 

1°,  In  the  first,  one  proposition  is  given ; and  required,  what 
are  its  formal  commutations  ? 

2°,  In  the  second,  two  or  more  connected  propositions  are 
given,  under  certain  conditions,  (therefore,  all  its  species  are  con- 
ditionals) ; and  required,  what  are  the  formal  results  into  which 
they  may  be  explicated  ? Of  this  genus  there  are  two  species, — 
the  one  the  Disjunctive  Conditional,  the  other  the  Conjunctive 
Conditional  In  the  Disjunctive,  (the  Disjunctive  also  of  the  Lo- 
gicians), two  or  more  propositions,  with  identical  subjects  or  pre- 
dicates, are  given,  under  the  di^nctive  condition  of  a counter 
quality,  i.  e.  that  one  only  shall  be  affirmative ; and  it  is  required 
what  is  the  result  in  case  of  one  or  other  being  affirmed,  or  one 
or  more  denied.  (Excluded  Middle.)  In  the  Conjunctive,  (the 


■I  [That  all  logical  reaaoniDg  is  hypo- 
thetical, and  that  cat^orical  Syllo- 
gism is  really,  and  in  a higher  signifi- 
cation,  hypothetical,  see  Maimon,  Per- 
tveh  oner  neuen  LogOc,  § vi.  1,  pp.  82, 
88.  E.  Beinhold,  Logik,  { 102^  p.  263 
€t  teq.  Smiglecins,  Logiea,  Disp.  xiiL, 
q.  6,  p.  495,  (1st  ed.  1616). 

On  the  natnre  of  the  Necessity  in 
Syllogistio  Inference ; distinction  of 
Formal  and  Material  Necessity,  or  of 


neeettUat  emuequentia  and  neeetsUas 
consequeniia,  see  Sootns,  QuaUitmei, 
Super SUnehos,  qn.  ir.,  pi  327,  ed.  1639, 
and  that  all  logical  inference  hypothe- 
tical, In  An.  Prior.,  L.  ii  qn.  L p.  331. 
Apnleins,  De  Bab.  DoeL  Plot.,  p.  34. 
Aristotle,  An.  Prior.,  i.  32,  § S.  Smig- 
lecios,  Logiea,  loe.  eii.  Balforens,  In 
Arisl.  Org.,  An.  Prior.,  Lt.  8,p.  464.] 
[See  also  JDioeumoiu,  p.  146,  note.— 
Ed.] 
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Hypotheticals  of  the  Logicians),  two  or  more  propositions,  con- 
vertible or  contradictory,  with  undetermined  quality,  are  given, 
uvder  ihe  conjunctive  condition  of  a correlative  quality,  i.  e.  that 
the  affirmation  or  negation  of  one  being  determined,  determines 
the  con-esponding  affirmation  or  negation  of  the  other  or  others; 
and  it  is  required  what  is  the  result  in  the  various  possible 
cases.  (Identity  and  Contradiction,  not  Sufficient  Beason,  which 
in  Logic  is  null  as  a separate  law.) 

3°,  In  the  third,  three  terms  are  given,  two  or  one  of  which 
are  positively  related  to  the  third ; and  required,  what  are  the 
relations  of  these  two  terms  to  each  other  ? • 

III.  All  inference  is  hypothetical. 

IV.  It  has  been  a matter  of  dispute  among  logicians,  whether 
the  class  which  I call  Explicative  (viz.  the  Hypothetical  and  Dis- 
junctive Syllogisms)  bo  of  Mediate  or  Immediate  inference.  The 
immense  majority  hold  them  to  be  mediate ; a small  minority, 
of  which  I recollect  only  the  names  of  Kant,  [Fischer,  Weiss, 
Bouterwek,  Herbart],^  hold  them  to  be  immediate. 

The  dispute  is  solved  by  a distinction.  Categorical  Inference 
is  mediate,  the  medium  of  conclusion  being  a term ; the  Hypo- 
thetical and  Disjunctive  syllogisms  are  mediate,  the  medium  of 
conclusion  being  a proposition, — that  which  I call  the  Explication. 
So  far  they  both  agree  in  being  mediate,  but  they  differ  in  four 
points.  The  first,  that  the  medium  of  the  Comparative  syllogism 
is  a term ; of  the  Explicative  a proposition.  The  second,  that  the 
medium  of  the  Comparative  is  one ; of  the  Explicative  more  than 
one  The  third,  that  in  the  Comparative  the  medium  is  always 
the  same ; in  the  Explicative,  it  varies  according  to  the  various 
conclusion.  The  fourth,  that  in  the  Comparative  the  medium 


a A better  etatement  of  the  three 
different  proceases  of  Reasoning. 

I.  Given  a proposition  ; commuta- 
tive ; — what  are  the  inferences  which 
its  commutations  afford  ? 

II.  Given  two  or  more  propositions; 
related  and  conditionally; — what  are 
the  inferences  which  the  relative  pro- 
positions, explicated  under  these  con- 
ditions, afford  T 

IIL  Given  three  notions ; two  re- 
Isted,  and  at  least  one  positively,  to  a 


third  ; — what  are  the  inferences  afford- 
ed in  the  relations  to  each  other,  which 
this  comparison  of  the  two  notions  to 
the  third  determines  f 
jS  [Kant,  Logtk,  | 75.  Fischer,  Zo- 
pii,  o.  V.  S 90,  100,  p.  137.  Weiss, 
Logii,  g|  SIO,  261.  Bouterwek,  Lekr~ 
hueh  der  pAtfosopAucAen  Vorkamtnitaty 
{ 100,  p.  158,  2d  ed.  1820.  Berfaart, 
Lehrbueh  ntr  EinleUung  tn  dU  PkUoto- 
phie,  8 64,  P.  87,  1834.] 
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never  enters  the  conclusion ; whereas,  in  the  Explicative,  the 
same  proposition  is  reciprocally  medium  or  conclusion. 

V.  Logicians,  in  general,  have  held  the  Explicative  class  to  he 
composite  syllogisms,  as  compared  with  the  Categoric ; whilst  a 
few  have  held  them  to  be  more  simple.  This  dispute  arises  from 
each  party  taking  a partial  or  one-sided  view  of  the  two  classes. 
In  one  point  of  view,  the  Explicative  are  the  more  complex,  the 
Comparative  the  more  simple.  In  another  point  of  view,  the 
reverse  holds  good. 


Our  Hypothetical  and  Disjunctive  Syllogisms  may  be  reduced 
to  the  class  of  Explicative  or  Conditional  The  Hypotheticals 
should  be  called,  as  they  were  by  Boethius  and  others,  Con- 
juTictive,  in  contrast  to  the  co-ordinate  species  of  IHsjunctive. 
H3rpothetical,  as  a name  of  the  species,  ought  to  be  abandoned. 

The  Conjunctives  are  conditional,  inasmuch  as  negation  or  affir- 
mation is  not  absolutely  asserted,  but  left  alternative,  and  the 
quality  of  one  proposition  is  made  dependent  on  another.  They 
are,  however,  not  properly  stated.  The  first  proposition, — that 
containing  the  condition, — which  I would  call  the  Explicand, 
should  be  thus  enounced:  “As  B,  so  A;”— or,  “As  B is,  so  is  A;” 
or,  “ As  C is  B,  so  is  B A.”  Then  follows  the  proposition  con- 
taining the  explication,  which  I would  call  the  Explicative;  and, 
finally,  the  proposition  embodying  the  result,  which  I would  call 
the  Explicate. — They  are  called  Conjunctives  from  their  conjoin- 
ing two  convertible  propositions  in  a mutual  dependence,  of 
which  either  may  be  made  antecedent  or  consequent  of  the  other. 

Disjunctive  Syllogisms  are  conditional,  inasmuch  as  a notion  is 
not  absolutely  asserted  as  subject  or  predicate  of  another  or  others, 
but  alternatively  conjoined  with  some  part,  but  only  with  some 
part,  of  a given  plurality  of  notions,  the  affirmation  of  it  with  one 
part  involving  its  negation  with  the  others.  The  first  proposition, 
containing  the  condition,  I would  call  the  Explicand,  and  so  forth 
as  in  the  Conjunctives. — ^They  are  properly  called  Diqxmctivet. 

DlSTRIBimON  OF  Reasondios. 

(Nov.  1848.) — Inference  may  be  thus  distributed,  and  more 
fully  and  accurately  than  I have  seen.  It  is  either,  (I.)  Im- 
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mediate,  that  is,  without  a middle  term  or  medium  of  compari- 
son ; or  (II.)  Mediate,  with  such  a medium.* 

Both  the  Immediate  and  the  Mediate  are  subdivided,  inas- 
much as  the  reasoning  is  determined  (A)  to  one,  or  (B)  to  one  or 
other  conclusion.  (It  is  manifest  that  this  latter  division  may 
constitute  the  principal,  and  that  immediate  and  mediate  may 
constitute  subaltern  classes.) 

All  inference,  I may  observe  in  the  outset,  is  hjrpothetic,  and 
what  have  been  called  Hypothetical  Sylloyisms  are  not  more 
hypothetic  than  others. 


I.  A — Immediate  Peremptory  Inference,  determined  [to]  one 
conclusion,  contains  under  it  the  following  species : — fi  . . . 

I.  B — Immediate  Alternative  Inference  contains  under  it 
these  five  species, — 

1®,  Given  one  proposition,  the  alternative  of  affirmation  and 
negation.  As — A either  is  or  is  not;  but  Ais;  therefore  A is  not 
not.  Or,  A is  or  is  not  B \ but  A u B ; therefore,  A is  not  not-B. 

This  species  is  anonymous,  having  been  ignored  by  the  logi- 


a [Cf.  Fonmo,  Dial.,  L.  vi. 

c.  1,  lit  ed.  1564.  Euitachiua,  jSlimma 
PkUotophia  Quadripartita,  Dialectiea, 
P.  iii.  trmet.  i.,  p.  112.]  [*‘  Quoniam 
argumentatio  eat  qundam  conaeqnentia, 
(latius  enim  patet  oonaeqaentia  quam 
argomentatio),  priui  da  conaeqnentia, 
qnam  de  argumentatione  dioendam  eat 
Conaeqnentia  igitnr,  aive  conseentio, 
eat  oratio  in  qna  ex  aliqno  aliquid  ool- 
ligitnr  ; nt,  Ommii  hamo  est  animal, 
igiittr  aliquit  homo  at  animal." — Ed.] 
[Whether  Immediate  Inference  really 
immediate,  aee,  on  the  affirmative,  K 
Reinhold,  Logik,  $ 106 ; on  the  nega- 
tive, Wolf,  Phil.  Rat.,  { 461.  Kmg, 
Logik,  { 04,  p.  287.  Schniae,  Logik, 
{S  85-90,  (f  80,  Sth  ed.)  Cf.  Maimon, 
Vemteh  einer  neuen  Logik,  Sect.  T,  § 2, 
p.  74  e<  ttq.  F.  Fincher,  Logik,  p.  104, 
et  ttq.  Baohmann,  Logik,  g 105,  p. 
154  tt  ttq.  Beimama,  VtmunftUhre, 
g 159  et  ttq.  (1765).  ^Izano,  Ifuaen- 
teha/hUhre,  Logik,  vol.  ii.  g 255  et  teq. 
Tweaten,  Logik,  mebeeondert  die  Ana- 
Igtik,  g 77,  p.  66.  Reeling,  Die  Lthren 


der  reinen  Logik,  g 130,  p.  391.  Scheib- 
ler.  Op.  Log.,  De  PropoeU.  Conoeen- 
Hone,  p.  492  et  ae;.] 

S [Kinda  of  Immediate  Inference. — 
I.  SnbaltematioD.  II.  Converaion.  III. 
Oppoaition — (a)  of  Contradiction — (b) 
of  Contrariety — (o)  of  Snboontrariety. 
IV.  Eqnipidlence.  V.  Modality.  VI. 
Contrapoaition.  VII.  CorreIati<m.  VIIL 
Identity. 

Fonaeca  (IV),  (I),  (II).  Enatachina 
(T).  (IV).  (II),  (VIII).  W<df,  (IV). 
(VII),  (III),  a,  b,  o,  (ID.  Stattler,  (I), 
(IV).  (II),  (III).  Kant,  (I).  (III). ». 
b,  c,  (II),  (VI).  E.  Beinhold,  (I),  (II). 
(VI),  (VID.  Roaling,  (I),  (IV).  (II), 

(III) ,  a,  b,  o,  (V).  Kmg,  pV),  fl). 
(Ill,  a.  b,  o,  (II),  (V).  O.  E.  Schulae, 

(IV) ,  (I),  all).  (II).  S.  Maimon,  (I), 
(III),  (II),  (VI).  Bachmann,  (IV).  (I), 
(III),  «.  b,  c,  (II),  (VI),  (V).  Platner, 
(I),  (II).  (Ill),  (IV).  F.  Fiacher,  (V), 
(I),  (III),  (II),  (VI).  Reimama,  IV., 
(I),  (III),  «,  ^ (II.  Tweaten,  I),  (V), 
(III),  (IV).  (ID.  (VI).]  [See  above, 
pp.  287,  288.— Ed.] 
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cians ; but  it  requires  to  be  taken  into  account  to  explain  the 
various  steps  of  the  process. 

2°,  Given  one  proposition,  the  alternative  between  different 
predicates.  This  is  the  common  Disjunctive  Syllogism. 

3°,  The  previous  propositions  conjoined,  given  one  proposition, 
&c.  As,  A either  is  or  is  not  either  B «w  C or  D : but  A u B ; 
therefore  it  is  not  iwt  B,  it  is  not  C,it  is  not  D. 

Alias,  A is  either  B or  7ton-B,  or  C or  non-C,  orT)  or  non-T) ; 

A ts  B ; therefore  it  is  not  7ion-B,  and  it  is  non-<Z,  and  it  is 
non-D. 

4“  Given  two  propositions,  second  dependent  on  the  first,  and 
in  the  first  the  alternative  of  afiirmation  and  negation.  This  is 
the  Hypothetical  Syllogism  of  the  logicians.  It  is,  however,  no 
more  hypothetical  than  any  other  form  of  reasoning;  the  so- 
called  hypothetical  conjunction  of  the  two  radical  propositions 
being  only  an  elliptical  form  of  stating  the  alternation  in  the 
one,  and  the  dependence  on  that  alternation  in  the  other.  For 
example, — If  A is  B,  B is  C ; this  merely  states  that  A either  is 
or  is  not  B,  and  that  B is  or  is  not  C,  according  as  A is  or  is  not  B. 
In  short — As  A is  or  is  not  B,  so  B is  or  is  not  C. 

(Errors, — 1,  This  is  not  a mediate  inference. 

2,  This  is  not  more  composite  than  the  categorical 

3,  The  second  proposition  is  not  more  dependent  upon  the 
first,  than  the  first  upon  the  second.) 

5°,  Given  two  propositions,  one  alternative  of  affirmation  and 
negation,  and  another  of  various  predicates ; the  Hypothetico- 
disjimctive  or  Dilemmatic  Syllogism  of  the  logicians. 

II.  A — Mediate  Peremptory  Inference.  This  is  the  common 
Cat^orical  Syllogism.  Three  propositions,  three  actual  terms, 
one  primary  conclusion,  or  two  convertible  equally  and  con- 
junctly  valid. 

IL  B — Mediate  Alternative  Syllogism.  Three  propositions, 
three  possible  terms,  and  conclusions  varying  according  . . . 

2*,  The  Disjunctive  Categorical 


4°,  The  Hypothetical  Categorical 
6°,  Hypothetico-Disjunctive  Categorical 
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Hypothetical  Syllogism. — Canoh. 


(Oct.  1848.) — Canon — Two  or  more  propositions  thought  as 
indetermined  in  quality,  but  as  in  quality  mutually  dependent, 
the  determination  of  quality  in  the  one  infers  a determination  of 
the  corresponding  quality  in  the  other. 

This  canon  embodies  and  simplifies  the  whole  mysteiy  of 
Hypothetical  Syllogisms,  which  have  been  strangely  implicated, 
mutilated,  and  confused  by  the  logicians. 

1°,  What  are  called  Hypothetical  Propositions  and  Syllogisms 
are  no  more  hypothetical  than  others.  They  are  only  hypothet- 
ical as  eUipticaL  When  we  say,  “ If  A is,  then  B is,”  we  mean 
to  say  that  the  proposition,  “A  is  or  is  not,”  and  the  proposition, 
“ B is  or  is  not,”  are  mutually  dependent, — that  as  the  one  so 
the  other.  If  here  only  means  taking  for  the  nonce  one  of  the 
qualities  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other.  I,  therefore,  express  in 
my  notation  the  connection  of  the  antecedent  and  consequent  of 
a hypothetical  proposition,  thus : — 


) = (Bx 


2°,  The  interdependent  propositions  are  erroneously  called 
Antecedent  and  Conseqvent.  Either  is  antecedent,  either  is  con- 
sequent, as  we  choose  to  make  them.  Neither  is  absolutely  so. 
This  error  arose  from  not  expressing  overtly  the  quantity  of  the 
subject  of  the  second  proposition.  For  example,  “ If  man  is, 
then  animal  is.”  In  this  proposition,  as  thus  stated,  the  n^a- 
tion  of  the  first  does  not  infer  the  negation  of  the  second.  For 
inan  not  existing,  animal  might  be  realised  as  a consequent  of 
dog,  heyrse,  &c.  But  let  us  consider  what  we  mean.  We  do  not 
mean  all  animal,  but  some  only,  and  that  some  determined  by 
the  attribute  of  rationality  or  such  other.  Now,  this  same  some 
animal  depends  on  man,  and  man  on  it ; expressing,  therefore, 
what  we  mean  in  the  proposition  thus : — “ If  all  man  is,  then 
some  animal  is,” — we  then  see  the  mutual  depepdence  and.  con- 
vertibility of  the  two  propositions."  For  to  say  that  wo  animal  is, 
is  not  to  explicate  but  to  change  the  terms, 


a Cf.  Titias,  An  Cogitandi,  o.  xi!.  § duas  habeant  figuraa,  qoffi  his  munian* 
"In  specie  falsom  qaoqae  taTi9gaiiB,{l)po)nloantteedmte,p<mitur 
arbltror,  quod  Syllogismi  Conditipnales  . anuegtten*,  non  vero,  remoto  anltce- 


Digitized  by  Google 


APPENDIX. 


383 


3°,  The  interdependent  propositions  may  bo  dependent  through 
their  counter  qualities,  and  not  merely  through  the  same.  For 
example “ As  our  hemisphere  is  or  is  not  illuminated,  so  the 
other  is  not  or  is ; but  the  other  is  not  illuminated ; therefore 
ours  ia”  Another : — “ If  A is,  then  B is  not ; but  B is ; there- 
fore A is  not” 


Disjunctive  and  Hypothetical  Syllogisms  Propeb. 


Aristotle  ignores  these  forms,  and  he  was  right>  His  fol- 
lowers, Theophrastus  and  Eudemus,  with  the  Stoics,  introduced 
them  into  Logic  as  co-ordinate  with  the  regular  Syllogism  ; and 
their  views  have  been  followed,  with  the  addition  of  new  errors, 
up  to  the  present  hour.  In  fact,  all  that  has  been  said  of  them 
has  been  wrong. 

1°,  They  are  not  composite  by  contrast  to  the  regular  syllo- 
gism, but  more  simple. 

2°,  If  inferences  at  all,  they  are  immediate  and  not  mediate. 

3°,  But  they  are  not  argumentations  but  preparations  (expli- 


dmte  remoteher  eofuequetu,  (2)  remoto 
coruiquente  rtmovetur  atUeeedetu,  non 
aatem,  potilo  eoateptmU,  potiUur  ante- 
cedent, . . . Videamos  apeoialiiu  • 
contra  primam  regolam  lie  peocator : 
Si  Chinentee  tunt  Uahometani,  ma< 
infidelet. 

At  non  nmt  Mahometani, 

Ergo  non  sunt  in/ldelet, 
nam  conclnaio  hio  «t  absnida  I Vernm 
ai  pnedicatom  oonclnaioms  anmatar 
particnlariter,  mdla  eat  abenrditaa,  ri 
aatem  generaliter,  tain  evadant  qua- 
tuor  termini.  Eodem  exemplo  aeeanda 
regula  etiam  illaatratur,  aed  aaaume- 
mna  alind  ex  Weisio,  P.  i.  L.  2. 

Ni  milei  ett  doctue,  novit  libroe  (nempe 
aient  ernditi  aolent,) 

Sed  nooit  libroe  (aciL  nt  alii  hominea 
etiam  indocti  noaae  aolent,) 

Ergo  miki  ett  dodut. 

Heeo  conclnaio  itidem  pro  falaa  Labe- 
tnr  I Sed  jam  indicarimna  in  addita 
parentheai  veram  canaam,  nempe  qua- 
tnor  terminoa,  qnodai  antem  mediua 


terminoa  eodem  aenan  aocipiatnr,  ac  in 
ayllogiamo  fonnaliter  propoeito  qneat 
minor  probari,  turn  oonclnaio  erit  rer- 
iaaima,  idqne  Tirtnte  pnemiaaarnm. 
Omnia  igitnr  error  exinde  habet  origi- 
nem,  qnod  qnantitatem  pnrdioati  vel 
non  intelligant,  vel  non  obaervent ; ai 
igitnr  banc  lapanm  evites,  objeota  ex- 
empla  omnia,  qnalia  etiam  Weiaaina  d. 
1.  oommemorat,  facile  dilnea.’’ — Ed. 

a Cf.  Titina,  Art  Cogiiandi,  o.  xii  § 
7 : '*  Syllogiamna  Diajnnotivua  eat  en- 
thymema  aine  majors,  bia,  ontione 
diajnncta  et  poeitiva,  propoeitnm.”  § 
17  : “ Conditionalia  aen  Hypotheticna 
nihil  alind  eat  qnam  entbymema  vel 
aine  majore,  vel  minore,  bis,  ]»inia 
scil.  vice  conditionaliter,  aecnnda  pare, 
propoaitam.’’  { 20  ; '‘Seqnitnrnnllnm 
pecnliore  conclndendi  fundamentnm 
vel  fonnam  circa  Syllogiamoe  Condi- 
tionales  ocenrrere,  nam  argnmenta- 
tionee  imperfectaa,  adeoqne  materiam 
ayllogiamornm  isgnlarium,  illi  oonti. 
nent." — Ed. 
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cations)  for  aignmentation*  They  do  not  deal  with  the  qnassi* 
turn,— do  not  settle  it ; they  only  put  the  question  in  the  state 
required  for  the  syllogistic  process ; this,  indeed,  they  are  fre- 
quently used  to  supersede,  as  placing  the  matter  in  a light  which 
makes  denial  or  doubt  impossible ; and  their  own  process  is  so 
evident  that  they  might,  except  for  the  sake  of  a logical,  an  arti- 
culate, development  of  all  the  steps  of  thought,  be  safely  omitted, 
as  is  the  case  with  the  quaesitum  itself  For  example : — 

1.  Hypothetical  (so-called)  Syllogism.  Let  the  qutesitum  or 
problem  be,  to  take  the  simplest  instance, — “Does  animal  exist?” 
This  question  is  thus  hypothetically  prepared — “ If  Man  is.  Ani- 
mal is;”  but  [as  is  conceded]  Man  is;  therefore.  Animal  is.” 
Hut  here  the  question,  though  prepared,  is  not  solved ; for  the 
opponent  may  deny  the  consequent,  admitting  the  antecedent. 
It,  therefore,  is  incumbent  to  show  that  the  existence  of  Animal 
follows  that  of  Man,  which  is  done  by  a categorical  syllogism.” 
Animal,  ■ ; Man  : m Existent 


2.  Disjunctive  (so-called)  Syllogism.  Problem — “Is  John 

mortal  ? ” Disjunctive  syllogism — “John  is  either  mortal  or  im- 
mortal ; but  he  is  not  immortal ; ergo,  [and  this,  consequently, 
is  admitted  as  a necessary  alternative],  he  is  mortal”  But  the 
[alternative  antecedent]  may  be  denied,  and  the  alternative  con- 
sequent falls  to  the  ground.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  show 
either  that  he  is  not  immortal,  or, — the  necessary  alternative, — 
that  he  is  mortal,  which  is  done  by  a categorical  syllogism. 

John  , Man  : — | : Immortal, 


John  mrnm—,  Man : ■■■  , Mortal, 


Hypothetical  Inpebknce. 

Inasmuch  as  a notion  is  thought,  it  is  thought  either  as  existing 
or  as  non-existing ; and  it  caimot  be  thought  as  existing  unless  it 
be  thought  to  exist  in  this  or  that  mode  of  being,  which,  conse- 

aThii  I uy,  for,  notwithstanding  here  to  it  as  anduptOTed. — See  hia 
what  H.  St  Hilaire  so  ably  states  in  Translation  oI  the  Oryaiton,  rol  iv. 
refutation  of  my  paradox,  I most  ad-  p.  66. 
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quently,  affords  it  a ground,  condition,  or  reason  of  existence. 
This  is  merely  the  law  of  Eeason  and  Consequent ; and  the  hypo- 
thetical inference  is  only  the  limitation  of  a supposed  notion  to 
a certain  mode  of  being,  by  which,  if  posited,  its  existence  is 
affirmed ; if  sublated,  its  existence  is  denied.  For  example : — 
“ If  A is,  it  is  B ; but  A is,”  &c. 

Again,  we  may  think  the  existence  of  B (consequently  of  A B) 
as  dependent  upon  C,  and  C as  dependent  upon  D,  and  so  forth. 
We,  accordingly,  may  reason,  “ If  A is  B,  and  B is  C,  and  C is 
D,”  &c. 

Disjunctive  Syllogism  Pboper. 

(October  1848.) — Inasmuch  as  auction  is  thought,  it  is  thought 
as  determined  by  one  or  other,  and  only  by  one  or  other,  of  any 
two  contradictory  attributes ; and  inasmuch  as  two  notions  are 
thought  as  contradictoiy,  the  one  or  the  other,  and  only  the  one 
or  the  other,  is  thought  ^ a determining  attribute  of  any  other 
notion.  This  is  merely  the  law  of  Excluded  Middle.  The  dis- 
junctive inference  is  the  limitation  of  a subject  notion  to  the  one 
or  to  the  other  of  two  predicates,  thought  as  contradictories ; the 
affirmation  of  the  one  inferring  the  negation  of  the  other,  and 
vice  versd.  As : — “ A is  either  B or  not  B,”  &c.  Though,  for  the 
sake  of  brevity,  we  say  “ A is  either  B or  C or  D,”  each  of  these 
must  be  conceived  as  the  contradictory  of  every  other ; as,  B = | 

C I D,  and  so  on  with  the  others. 

Hypothetical  (Conjunctive  and  Disjunctive  Syllogism). 

(April  30, 1849) — ^These  syllogisms  appear  to  be  only  modifica- 
tions or  corruptions  of  certain  immediate  inferences ; for  they  have 
only  two  terms,  and  obtain  a third  proposition  only  by  placing 
the  general  rule  of  inference,  (stating  of  course,  the  possible  alter- 
natives,) disguised,  it  is  true,  as  the  major  premise.  It  is  manifest 
that  we  might  prefix  the  general  rule  to  every  mediate  inference ; 
in  which  case  a syllogism  would  have  four  propositions ; or,  at 
least,  both  premises  merged  in  one  complex  proposition,  thus — 

If  A and  C be  either  subject  or  predicate  [of  the  same  term  ?],  they  are 
I>oth  subject  or  predicate  of  each  other  ; 

But  B u the  subject  of  A and  predicate  of  B [C  ?] ; 

Therefore  A is  the  predicate  of  C.o 

a There  seems  to  be  an  error  here  in  the  Author’s  MS.  It  is  obvious  that  a 
VOL.  II.  2 B 
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Thus,  also,  a common  hypothetical  should  have  only  two  proposi- 
tions. Let  us  take  the  immediate  inference,  prefixing  its  rule,  and 
we  have,  in  all  essentials,  the  cognate  hypothetical  syllogism. 

1.  — Conjunctive  Ilypothetical. 

All  B is  (some  or  all)  A ; All  men  are  (some)  animals  ; 

Some  or  all  B exists  ; (All  or  some)  men  exist ; 

Therefore,  some  A exists.  Therefore,  some  animals  exist. 

Here  it  is  evident  that  the  first  proposition  merely  contains  the 
general  rule,  upon  which  all  immediate  inference  of  inclusion 
proceeds ; to  wit,  that,  the  subjective  part  being,  the  subjective 
whole  is,  &C. 

Now,  what  is  this  but  the  Ilypothetical  Conjunctive  ? 

If  B is,  A is ; If  man  is,  animal  is  ; 

But  B is  ; But  man  is ; 

Therefore,  A is.  Therefore,  animal  is. 

2.  — Hypothetical  Disjunctives. 

B is  either  A or  not- A ; Man  is  either  animal  or  non-animal ; 

But  Bis  A;  But  man  is  animal; 

Therefore,  B is  not  not- A.  Therefore,  is  not  non-animnl. 

Stating  this  hypothetically,  we  may,  of  course,  resolve  the  for- 
mal contradictory  into  the  material  contrary.  But  this  is  wholly 
extralogical. 

Hypothetical  and  Disjunctive  Syllogisms. 

(1848  or  1849.) — The  whole  antecedent  must  be  granted ; and 
there  cannot  be  two  propositions  inferred.  In  Categorical  Syllo- 
gisms, the  antecedent  is  composed  of  the  major  and  minor  pre- 
mises, and  there  is  only  one  simple  conclusion,  (though  this  may, 
in  the  second  and  third  figures,  vary).  So  in  Hypothetical  and 
Disjunctive  Syllogisms  the  whole  antecedent  is  the  two  clauses  of 
the  first  proposition ; and  the  whole  inference  is  the  first  and 

mediate  inference  may  be  exprewed  in  therefore,  C ia  A.”  Thia  ia  appa- 
the  form  of  a hypothetical  ayllogiam.  rently  what  the  Author  meana  to  ex- 
Thoa:  “If  B ia  A,  and  C ia  B,  then  preaa  in  a aomewhat  different  form. 
C ia  A ; but  B ia  A,  and  C ia  B ; — Ed. 
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second  clauses  of  the  second  proposition,  erroneously  divided  into 
minor  proposition  and  conclusion. 

(January  1850.) — The  Medium  or  Explicative  may  be  indefi- 
nitely various,  according  to  the  complexity  of  the  Explicand ; and 
so  may  the  Explicate.  The  explicative  and  the  explicate  change 
places  in  different  explications.  There  is,  in  fact,  no  proper  ex- 
plicative or  explicate. 

(January  1850.) — In  Disjunctives  there  is  always  at  least  double 
the  number  of  syllogisms  (positive  and  negative)  of  the  disjunct 
members ; and  in  all  syllogisms  where  the  disjimct  members  are 
above  two,  as  there  is  thus  afforded  the  possibility  of  disjimctive 
explicates,  there  is  another  half  to  be  added.  Thus,  if  there  be 
two  disjunct  membera,  as  A — x B C,  there  are  four  syllogisms, 
but  all  of  an  absolute  explicate.  But  if  there  be  three  disjunct 
members,  as  A — x B C D,  in  that  case  there  are  six  absolute  ex- 
plicates, three  positive  and  three  negative,  and,  moreover,  three 
disjunctive-positive  explicates,  after  a negative  explicative,  and 
so  on. 

Hypothetical  Syllogism. — Canons. 

(February  1850.) 

L For  Breadth, — ^The  extensive  whole  or  class  being  universally 
posited  or  sublated,  every  subjacent  part  is  posited  or  sublated;  or 
for  Depth, — ^AU  the  comprehensive  wholes  being  posited  or  sub- 
lated, the  comprehended  parts  are  universally  posited  or  sublated. 

II.  For  Breadth, — ^Any  subjacent  part  being  posited  or  sublated, 
the  extensive  whole  or  class  is  partially  posited  or  sublated ; or 
for  Depth, — ^Any  comprehensive  whole  being  posited  or  sublated, 
the  comprehended  parts  (or  part)  are,  pro  tanto,  posited  or  sub- 
lated,— Conversion  and  HestrictioiL 

III.  If  one  contradictory  be  posited  or  sublated,  the  other  is 
sublated  or  posited, — Contradiction. 

rV. — If  some  or  a part  only  of  a notion  be  posited  or  sublated, 
all  the  rest  (all  other  some)  is  sublated  or  posited, — Int^ration. 

V.  If  the  same  under  one  correlation  be  posited  or  sublated,  so 
under  the  other, — Equipollence. 

VI.  Law  of  Mediate  Inference,® — Syllogism. 

Mem. — The  some  in  the  explicand  is,  (as  in  the  Conversion  of 

a See  above,  p.  290. — Ed. 
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propositions),  to  be  taken  in  the  explicative  as  the  tame  some. 
Tiiere  b thus  an  inference  equally  from  consequent  to  antecedent, 
as  from  antecedent  to  consequent** 

HYPOTHETICALS  OB  ALTERNATIVES. 

CoxjuNCTivB,  (Htpotheticalb  emfhaticallt),  and  Disjubctivi^ 
(Alternatives  empbaticallt.) 

(August  1852.) 

Quantification — Any. 

Affirmative — Any,  (Anything,  Aught),  contains  under  it  eveiy 
positive  quantification, — All  or  Every, — Some  at  least, — Some 
only, — This,  These.  (Best) 

Negative — Not  any.  None,  No,  (Nothing,  Naught),  is  equiva- 
lent to  the  moat  exclusive  of  the  negations.  All  not.  All,  or  Every 
not.  Not  one,  and  goes  beyond  the  following,  which  are  only  par- 
tial negations, — Not  all.  Not  some,  Some  not.  (Worst) 

Affirmative — Any,  a highest  genus  and  best ; not  so  Negative 
— Not  any, — a lowest  species,  and  worst  Therefore  can  restrict, 
— subaltemate  in  the  former,  not  in  the  latter. 

1 s 

— Any,  (all  or  every, — some).  Some  not,  or  not  some,  or  not  all — 

some  only,  (del.) 

Mixed  affirmative  and  negative. 

< 

All  or  every  not,  not  one,  not  any. 

Pure  negative. 

If  any  (every)  M be  an  (some)  A,  and  any  (every)  A an  (some)  S,  then  is 
any  (every)  M an  S ; or,  vice  versd,  If  no  (not  any)  A be  any  S,  and  any  M 
some  A,  then  is  no  M any  S. 

.'.  (On  one  alternative).  Some  M being  an  (some)  A,  and  all  A an  (some) 
S,  some  M is  some  S. 

(On  the  other).  No  A being  any  S,  and  every  M some  A,  no  H is  any  S. 

If,  (on  any  possibility),  any  M is,  some  A is ; or,  r.  v.,  if  no  A is,  no 
Mis. 

.•.  (In  this  actuality),  (on  one  alternative),  some  M being,  some  A is ; 
(on  the  other),  no  A being,  no  M is. 

a See  above,  p.  382.  — Ed. 
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— : M.  Supposition  of  universal  Poa- 
: A.  Assertion  of  particular  Actuality. 

From  Possible,  we  can  descend  to  Actval ; from  Any,  to  Some  ; 
but  Not  any  being  lowest  or  worst,  we  can  go  [no]  lower. 

The  Possible  indifferent  to  Affirmation  or  Negation,  it  contains 
both  implicitly.  But  when  we  descend  to  the  Actual,  (and  Poten- 
tial f),  the  two  qualities  emerge.  This  explains  much  in  both 
kinds  of  Hypotheticals  or  Alternatives, — the  Conjunctives  and 
Disjunctives. 

Higher  classes,  — Possible,  Actval,  — Semper,  quandocunque, 
tunc,  nunc — Ubicunque,  vbique,  ibi,  hie — Any,  all,  some — In  all, 
every,  any,  ease,  in  this  case — Conceivable,  real. 


Possible  M : , , A or  A : 

sibility.  In  any  case. 

Actual  M,  » , A or  A : ««~— 

In  this  case. 


Rlt.es  of  Hypothetical  Syllogisms. 

1.  Universal  Rule  of  Restriction. — What  is  thought  of  all  is 
thought  of  some, — what  is  thought  of  the  whole  higher  notion 
(genus),  is  thought  of  all  and  each  of  the  lower  notions  (species  or 
individual). 

2.  General  Rule  of  both  Hypotheticals. — What  is  thought  (im- 
plicitly) of  all  the  Possible  (genus),  is  thought  (explicitly)  of  all 
and  each  the  Actual  (species). 

3.  Special  Rule  of  Conjunctives. — What  is  thought  as  con- 
sequent on  every  Possible,  is  thought  as  consequent  on  every 
Actual,  antecedent. 

4 Special  Rule  of  Disjunctives. — What  is  thought  as  only  Pos- 
sible, (alternatively),  is  thought  as  only  Actual,  (alternatively). 

6.  Most  Special  Rule  of  Conjunctives 

6.  Most  Special  Rule  of  Disjimctives 

Htfothxticalb — Examples  Umquamtified. 

(Higher  to  Lower.) 

ArFiRMATivx.  Nboattve. 

If  the  gemu  is,  the  species  is.  If  the  genus  is  not,  the  species  is  not. 

If  the  stronger  can,  the  weaker  can.  If  the  stronger  cannot,  the  weaker 

cannot. 


Digitized  by  Google 


390 


APPENDIX. 


(Lower  to  Higher.) 

If  the  species  is,  the  genus  is.  If  the  species  is  not,  the  genus  is  not 

If  the  weaker  can,  the  stronger  con.  If  the  weaker  cannot,  the  stronger 

cannot 


(Equal  to  Equal) 


If  triangle,  so  trilateral 
Such  poet  Homer,  such  poet  Virgil 
Where  (when)  the  carcase  is,  there 
(then)  are  the  flies. 

If  Socrates  bo  the  son  of  Sophronis- 
cus,  Sophroniscxis  is  the  father 
of  Socrates. 

If  equals  be  added  to  equals,  the 
wholes  are  equal 


If  A be  father  of  B,  6 is  son  of  A ; 

.*.  A being  father  of  B,  B is  son  of 
A; 

.‘.  B not  being  son  of  A,  A is  not 
father  of  B. 

If  the  angles  be  proportional  to  the 
sides  of  a A ; 

.'.  An  equiangular  will  bo  an  equi- 
lateral A. 

If  “ wheresoever  the  carcase  is,  there 
will  the  eagles  be  gathered  to- 
gether.” (Matth.  rxiv.  28). 

.'.  If  here  the  carcase  is,  here,  Ac. 


These  examples  not  all  negation. 


A.) — CONJDNCTITE  HyPOTHETICALS. 

1).  If  A be  D,  it  is  A ; „ 

(A,  not  being  A,  is  not  D. 

In  other  words — A is  either  D A,  or  not  A D. 

Identity  and  Contradiction. 

Tr  T.  1 I . A ( B,  being  A,  is  not  non-A. 

2) .  If  B be  A,  it  IS  not  non-A  : ® ’ . . 

( B,  being  non-A,  is  not  A. 

In  other  words — B is  either  A or  none-A. 
Excluded  Middle. 

„.  -r  T>  I A A -A  ■ A ( B,  not  being  A,  is  non-A. 

3) .  If  B be  not  A,  it  is  non-A  ; . . 1 i,  , . “ a • • . 

' ( B,  bemg  non-A,  is  not  A. 

In  other  words — B is  either  not  A or  not  non-A. 
Excluded  Middle. 

..  rr  -o  t.  A VA  -A  • A A ( E,  not  being  D,  is  not  A. 

4).  If  E be  not  D,  it  is  not  A ; i ,,  , . . . ^ 

( E,  being  A,  is  D. 

In  other  words — E is  cither  not  D A,  or  A D. 
Contradiction  and  Identity. 
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B.)— Disjunctive  Hypotheticals. 


If  B be  either  A or  non-A  ; 


B,  being  A,  is  non-A. 

B,  being  non-A,  is  not  A. 


Excluded  Middle. 


“If”  means  suppose  that, — in  case  thai, — oti  the  supposition — 
hypothesis — under  the  condition — MTtder  the  thought  that, — 1< 
being  supposed  possible  ; 

&c,,  means  then, — therefore, — in  that  case,  &c.,  &c. — actually 
either. 

Only,  properly,  in  both  Conjunctives  and  Disjunctives,  two 
contradictory  alternatives.  For  contrary  alternatives  only  ma- 
terial, not  formal,  and, 'in  point  of  fact,  either  A or  B or  C means 
A or  non-A,  B or  non-B,  C or  «on-C. 

The  minor  premise,  on  the  common  doctrine,  a mere  materi- 
ality. Formally, — logically,  it  is  a mere  differencing  of  the  con- 
clusion, which  is  hy  formal  alternative  afforded. 

1) .  In  Hypotheticals,  (Conjunctive  and  Disjunctive),  two  (or 
three)  hypotheses.  The  first  is  in  the  original  supposition  of 
possibility.  (If  B be  A,  it  is  not  non-A — If  B ho  either  A or 
non-A).  The  second  {second  and  third)  is  in  the  alternative  sup- 
positions of  actuality  (. '.  either  if  B he  A,  it  is  not  non-A,  or  if  B 
he  non-A,  it  is  not  A. — .•.  If  B be  A,  it  is  not  non-A,  or  if  B be 
non-A,  it  is  not  A).  (Possibly, — by  possible  supposition)  If  man 
is,  animal  is  ; .•.  (actually)  Man  being,  animal  is  ; (or)  animal 
not  being,  man  is  not. 

!•).  Possibility — a genus  indifferent  to  negative  and  aflBrma- 
tive.  These  two  species  of  Possibility,  to  wit  two  Actuals, — an 
actual  yes  and  an  actual  no.  The  total  formal  conclusion  is, 
therefore,  of  two  contradictories.  This  explains  why,  in  Con- 
junctive and  Disjunctive  Hypotheticals,  there  are  two  alterna- 
tive consequents,  and  only  one  antecedent. 

2) .  In  Hypotheticals  (Conjunctive  and  Disjunctive)  a division 
of  genus  in  the  first  supposition  into  two  contradictoiy  species. 
The  inference,  therefore,  one  of  suhalternation  or  restriction. 

3) .  In  Hypotheticals  (Conjunctive  and  Di.sjunctive)  two  alter- 
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native  contradictory  conclusions — the /orm  giving  no  preference 
between  the  two,  the  matter  only  determining,  (other  immediate 
inferences  have  only  one  determinate  conclusion,  and  all  mediate 
syllogism  has  virtually  only  one).  Formally,  therefore,  we  cannot 
categorically,  dcterminately,  assert,  and  assert  exclusively,  either 
alternative,  and  make  a minor  separate  from  the  conclusion. 
This  only  materially  possible ; for  we  know  not,  by  the  laws  of 
thought,  whether  a certain  alternative  is,  knowing  only  that  one 
of  two  alternatives  must  be.  Formally,  therefore,  only  an  im- 
mediate inference,  and  that  alternative  double. 

4) .  Hypothetical,  (Conjunctive  and  Disjunctive),  reasoning 
more  marking  out, — predetermining,  how  a thing  is  to  be  proved 

' than  proving  it 

5) .  Thus,  three  classes  of  inference : 1°,  Simple  Immediate  In- 
ference.— 2°,  Complex  Immediate  Inference,  (Hypotheticals  Con- 
junctive and  Disjunctive). — 3°,  Syllogisms  Proper,  Mediate  In- 
ference. 

6) .  If  we  quantify  the  terms,  even  the  formal  inference  breaks 
down. 

7) .  The  only  difference  between  the  first  proposition  and  the 
two  latter,  is  the  restriction  or  subaltemation.  These  last  should, 
therefore,  be  reduced  to  one,  and  made  a conclusion  or  restriction. 
The  genera  and  species  are  of  the  most  common  and  notorious 
kinds,  as  Possible  and  ActucU, — Wherever,  Here,  &c. — Whenever, 
Now, — All  or  Every, — Some,  This,  &c.  The  commonness  and 
notoriety  of  this  subordination  is  the  cause  why  it  has  not  been 
signalised  ; and  if  signalised,  and  overtly  expressed,  Hypotheti- 
cals might  be  turned  into  Categoricals.  It  is  better,  however,  to 
leave  them  as  immediate  inferences.  For  it  would  be  found 
awkward  and  round-about  to  oppose,  for  example,  the  Possible  to 
the  Actual,  as  determining  a difference  of  terms.  (See  Molinaeus, 
Elem.  Log.,  L.  i tr.  iii.  p.  95,  and  Pacius,  In  Org.,  De  Syll.  Hyp., 
p.  533.)  The  example  of  the  Cadaver  there  given,  shows  the 
approximation  to  the  ordinary  Hypotheticals.  They  may  stand, 
in  fact,  either  for  Categoricals  or  Hypotheticals. 

8) .  Disjunctives — (Posst^y)  A is  either  B or  non-B  ; .•.  {Actu- 
ally) A is  either,  &c. 

9) .  The  doctrine  in  regard  to  the  Universal  Quantity,  and  the 
Affirmative  Quality  (see  Krug,  Logik,  §§  57, 83, 86,  pp.  171,  264, 
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275)  of  the  suppositive  proposition  in  Conjunctive  and  Disjunctive 
Hypotheticals,  is  solved  by  my  theory  of  Possibility.  In  it  is 
virtually  said,  (whatever  quantity  and  quality  be  the  clauses) — 
“ on  any  possible  supposition.”  (On  the  Quality  v.  Krug,  Logik,  § 
67,  p.  172.  Pacius,  In.  Org.,  p.  533.  Molinaeus,  Elem.  Log.,  1.  c.) 

10) .  Possibly, — problematically  includes  as  species  tlie  actual 
affirmative,  and  the  actual  negative.  It  will  thus  be  superfluous 
to  enotmce  a negative  in  opposition  to  an  affirmative  alternative  ; 
for  thus  the  possible  would  be  brought  down  to  the  actual ; and 
the  whole  syllogism  be  mere  tautological  repetition. 

11) .  The  quantified  terms,  if  introduced,  must  either  be  made 
determinate,  to  suit  the  Hypotheticals,  or  must  ruin  their  infer- 
enca  For  example — If  all  or  some  Man  he  some  Animal,  we 
must  be  able  to  say.  But  some  Animal  is  not,  therefore  Man 
(any  or  some)  is  not  But  here  some  Animal,  except  definitised 
into  the  same  some  Animal,  would  not  warrant  the  required  infer- 
enca  And  so  in  regard  to  other  quantifications,  which  the  logi- 
cians have  found  it  necessary  to  annul. 

12) .  The  minor  proposition  may  be  either  categorical  orhypo- 
theticaL  (See  Krug,  Logik,  § 88,  p.  264.  Heerebord,  Instit. 
Logicar.  Synopsis,  L.  il  c.  12,  pp  266,  267.)  In  my  way  of  stat- 
ing it : — “ If  Man  is.  Animal  is, .'.  If  Man  is  (or  Man  being). 
Animal  is.” 

13) .  Of  notions  in  the  relation  of  sub-and-superordination,  (as, 
in  opposite  ways.  Depth  and  Breadth,  Containing  and  Contained), 
absolutely  and  relatively,  the  lower  being  affirmed,  the  higher  are 
(partially)  affirmed ; and  the  higher  being  (totally)  denied,  the 
lower  are  (totally)  denied.  A,  E,  I,  0,  U,  Y may  represent  the 
descending  series. 


The  first  proposition  is  conditional,  complex,  and  alternative  ; 
we  should  expect  that  the  second  should  be  so  likewise.  But  this 
is  only  satisfied  on  my  plan ; whereas,  in  the  common,  there  is  a 
second  and  a third,  each  cat^orical,  simple,  and  determinate. 


The  subaltemation  is  frequently  double,  or  even  triple,  to  wit, 
1°,  From  the  Possible  to  the  Actual.  2®,  (for  example)  From  every- 
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where  to  here,  or  this  place,  or  the  place  by  name.  3°,  From  all 
to  some,  &C. — in  fact,  this  inference  may  be  of  various  kinds. 

The  p.eTaXrj\fn<:  of  Aristotle  may  mean  the  determination, — the 
subalternation  ; the  Kara  noioTrjTa  may  refer  to  the  specification 
of  a particular  quality  or  proportion  under  the  generic ; and  the 
irp6a'Xr)\f)i^  of  Theophrastus  (for  the  reading  in  Aristotle  should 
be  corrected)  may  correspond  to  the  Kara  iroiorrjTa. 


There  is  no  necessary  connection,  formally  considered,  between 
the  antecedent  and  consequent  notions  of  the  Hypothetical  major. 
There  is,  consequently,  no  possibility  of  an  abstract  notation ; 
their  dependence  is  merely  supposed,  if  not  material  Hence  the 
logical  rule, — Propositio  conditionalis  nihil  ponit  in  esse.  (See 
Krug,  Logik,  § 57,  p.  166).  But  on  the  formal  supposition, — on 
the  case  thought,  what  are  the  rules  ? 


We  should  distinguish  in  Hypotheticals  between  a propositional 
antecedent  and  consequent,  and  a syllogistic  A and  C ; and  each 
of  the  latter  is  one  proposition,  containing  an  A and  C. 

The  antecedent  in  an  inference  should  be  that  which  enables  us 
formally  to  draw  the  conclusion.  Show  in  Categoricals  and  in 
Immediate  Inferences.  On  this  principle,  the  conclusion  in  a 
Hypothetical  will  contain  what  is  commonly  called  the  minor 
proposition  with  the  conclusion  proper ; but  it  will  not  be  one. 
and  determinate,  but  alternative. 

If  there  were  no  alternation,  the  inference  would  follow  imme- 
diately from  the  fundamental  proposition  ; and  there  being  an 
alternative  only  makes  the  conclusion  alternatively  double,  but 
does  not  make  a mediate  inference. 

To  make  one  alternative  determinate  is  extralogical ; for  it  is 
true  only  as  materially  proved.  1°,  The  splitting,  therefore,  of 
the  conclusive  proposition  into  two, — a minor  and  a conclusion 
proper,  is  wholly  material  and  extralogical ; so  also,  2°,  Is  the 
multiplying  of  one  reasoning  into  two,  and  the  dividing  between 
them  of  the  alternative  conclusion. 


Errors  of  logicians,  touching  Hypothetical  and  Disjunctive 
Reasonings : — 
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1°,  That  [they]  did  [not]  see  they  were  mere  immediate  infer- 
ences. 

2°,  Most  modems  that  both  IlypotheticaL 

3°,  That  both  alternative  reasonings  in  one  syllogism. 

4°,  Mistook  a part  of  the  alternative  conclusion  for  a minor 
premise. 

5°,  Made  this  a distinct  part,  (minor  premise),  by  introducing 
material  considerations  into  a theory  of  form. 

6°,  Did  not  see  what  was  the  nature  of  the  immediate  inference 
in  both, — how  they  resembled  and  how  they  differed. 

B.  — HISTOEICAL  NOTICES. 

(CoKJUNCnVB  AND  DlSJUSOTTV*.) 

I. — Akistotle. 

(August  1862.) 

Aristotle,  {Anal.  Pr.  L.  L c.  32,  § 5,  p.  262,  Pacii,)  describes  the 
process  of  the  Hypothetic  Syllogism,  (that  called  by  Alexander 
St  dX<ui'),  but  denies  it  to  be  a Syllogism.  Therefore  his  syllo- 
gisms from  Hypothesis  are  something  different.  Tliis  has  not 
been  noticed  by  Mansel,  Waits, 

Thus  literally : — “ Again,  if  Man  existing,  it  be  necessary  that 
Animal  exist,  and  if  Animal,  that  Substance ; Man  existing,  it  is 
necessary  that  Substance  exist.  As  yet  there  is,  however,  no  syl- 
logistic process ; for  the  propositions  do  not  stand  in  the  relation 
we  have  stated.  But,  in  such  like  cases,  we  are  deceived  by  reason 
of  the  necessity  of  something  resulting  from  what  has  been  laid 
down ; whilst,  at  the  same  time,  the  syllogism  is  of  things  neces- 
sary. But  the  Necessary  is  more  extensive  than  the  Syllogism  ; 
for  though  all  syllogism  be  indeed  necessary,  all  necessary  is  not 
syllogism.” — Why  not  ? 1",  No  middle  ; 2°,  No  quality, — aflBrma- 
tion  or  negation  ; — problematic,  not  assertory ; — hypothetical  not 
syllogistic  ; 3°,  No  quantity.  Compare  also  An.  Pr.  L.  i.  c.  24. 

Aristotle,  {Anal.  Post.,  L.  i.  c.  2,  § 16,  p.  418  ; c.  10,  §§  8,  9, 
p.  438),  makes  Thesis  or  Position  the  genus  opposed  to  Axiom, 
and  containing  under  it,  as  species,  1“,  Hypothesis  or  Supposition ; 
and,  2®,  Definition.  Hypothesis  is  that  thesis  which  assumes 
one  or  other  alternative  of  a contradiction.  Definition  is  that 
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thesis  which  neither  affirms  nor  denies — Hypothetical,  in  Aris- 
totle’s sense,  is  thus  that  which  affirms  or  denies  one  alternative 
or  other, — which  is  not  indifferent  to  yes  or  no, — which  is  pos- 
sibly not  either,  and,  consequently,  includes  both.  Hypotheticals, 
as  involving  a positive  and  negative  alternative,  are  thus,  in  Aris- 
totle’s sense,  rightly  named,  if  divided  ; but,  in  Aristotle’s  sense, 
as  complete,  they  are  neither  propositions  nor  syllogisms,  as  not 
affirming  one  alternative  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other.* 


II. — Ammonius  Hermi.®. 


I.  Ammonius  Hermim,  on  Aristotle  Of  Enounccment,  Intro- 
duction, f.  3.  ed.  Aid.  1546,  f.  1.  ed.  Aid.  1503. — After  distinguish- 
ing the  five  species  of  Speech,  according  to  the  Peripatetics, — 
the  Vorativc,  the  Imperative,  the  Interrogative,  the  Optative,  and 
the  Enunciative  or  Assertive, — having  further  stated  the  corre- 
sponding division  by  the  Stoics,  and  having  finally  shown  that 
Aristotle,  in  this  book,  limited  the  discussion  to  the  last  kind,  that 
alone  being  recipient  of  truth  and  falsehood,  he  thus  proceeds  : — 
“ Again,  of  Assertive  speech,  {ano(f>avTi,Kov  koyov),  there  are  two 
species ; the  one  called  Categoric  [or  Predicative\,  the  other 
Hypothetic  [or  Suppo8itive~\.  The  Categoric  denotes,  that  some- 
thing does  or  docs  not  belong  to  something ; as  when  we  say, 
Socrates  is  vmlking,  Socrates  is  not  walking ; for  we  predicate 
wafI;i7i^o//Siocrate«,sometime8affirmatively,8ometimesnegatively. 
Tlie  Hypothetic  denotes,  that  something  being,  something  [e&c]  is 
or  is  not,  or  something  not  being,  something  [else]  is  not  or  is: 


a [Whether  the  Syllogismi  ex  ffypo- 
Ouri  of  Aristotle  are  correspondent  to 
the  ordinary  Hypothetical  Syllogism. 

For  the  afSrmative,  see  Pacius,  Cam, 
in  Org.  An,  Prior.,  L.  i.  cc.  23,  29, 
44,  pp.  15.3,  177,  194.  St  Hilaire, 
Traatlalion  of  Organon,  toL  ii.  pp. 
107,  139,  178. 

For  the  negative,  see  Picoartns,  In 
Org.  An.  Prior.,  L.  i.  cc.  40,  41,  42, 
p.  500.  Neldelius,  De  Vsu  Org.  AritL, 
P.  iii.  0.  2,  pp.  38,  46,  (1607.)  Kecker- 
mann,  Opera,  pp.  ^G6, 767.  Scheibler, 
Opera  Logira  Tract.  SgU.,  P.  iv.  c.  x. 


tit.  2,  p.  548.  Borsgersdicins,  fnalU. 
Log.,  L.  ii.  cc.  12, 14,  pp.  263,  270, 275. 
Ritter,  Oeoeh.  der  Phil,,  iii.  p.  96. 
(Eng.  Tr. , p.  80),  Ramos,  SehoUe  Dial., 
L.  rii.  cc.  12,  18,  pp.  492,  50.3.  Mo- 
linteus,  Elememta  Logiea,  p.  96  et  teq. 
Waits,  Dry.,  i.  pp.  427, 433.  Cl  Alex- 
ander, In  An.  Prior.,  ff.  88,  109. 
Philoponns,  In  An.  Prior.,  ff.  60  a,  60 
b,  87  b,  88.  Anonymns,  Dt  Syllogu- 
mo,  f.  44  b.  Magentinns,  In  An. 
Prior.,  t.  17  b.  Ammonins,  In  de  In- 
terp.,  8 b.  Blemmidas,  Spit.  Log.,  c. 
36.] 
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As  when  we  say,  If  man  he,  animal  also  is, — If  he  It  man,  he  is 
not  stone, — If  it  he  not  day,  is  night, — If  it  he  not  day,  the  sun 
has  not  risen. 

“ The  Categoric  is  the  only  species  of  Assertive  speech  treated 
of  by  Aristotle,  as  that  alone  perfect  in  itself,  and  of  utility  in  de- 
monstration ; whereas  Hypothetic  syllogisms,  usurping  [usually] 
without  demonstration  the  [minor]  proposition,  called  the  Tran- 
sumption,  or  Assumption,  and  sometimes  even  a [major  premise] 
Conjunctive  or  Disjunctive,  requiring  proof,  draw  their  j>er8uasion 
from  hypotheses,  should  any  one  [I  read  « rts  for  1JT15,]  con- 
cede their  primary  suppositions.  If,  then,  to  the  establishment 
of  such  suppositions,  we  should  employ  a second  hypothetic  syl- 
logism,— in  that  case,  we  should  require  a further  establishment 
for  confirmation  of  the  suppositions  involved  in  it;  for  this 
third  a fourth  would  again  be  necessary ; and  so  on  to  infinity, 
should  we  attempt  by  hypotheses  to  confirm  hypotheses.  But 
to  render  the  demonstration  complete  and  final,  it  is  manifest 
that  there  is  needed  a categoric  syllogism  to  prove  the  point  in 
question,  without  any  foregone  supposition.  Hence  it  is,  that 
Categoric  [reasonings]  are  styled  Syllogisms  absolutely ; whereas 
Hypothetic  [reasonings]  of  every  kind  are  always  denominated 
Syllogisms  from  hypothesis,  and  never  Syllogisms  simply.  Add 
to  this,  that  Hypothetic  enouncements  are  made  up  of  Categoric. 
For  they  express  the  consequence  or  opposition  (oKokovdiav  ^ 
Sidarratru')  of  one  Categoric  proposition  and  another,  uniting 
them  with  each  other,  by  either  the  Conjunctive  or  Disjunctive 
particle,  {(rvpiirXeKTtKw  ^ Suz^cuktikw  trwScV/iw),  in  order  to 
show  that  they  constitute  together  a single  enouncemeut.  For 
these  reasons,  therefore,  Aristotle  has  only  considered,  in  detail, 
the  Categoric  species  of  Assertive  speech.” 


III. — Anonymous  Schouon.* 

“ In  Hypothetic  Syllogisms,  the  first  [I]  are  those  of  two  terms, 
[a]  Conjunctive,  or  [b]  Disjunctive,  {Spot  cnnrqppJvoi  ^ 8ia- 
Xfkvfievoi) ; then  follow  [II]  the  two  [classes  of]  syllogisms 
with  three,  and  these  conjunctive,  terms. 

a In  Waltz,  Org.,  i.  pp.  9,  10. 


Digitized  by  Google 


398 


APPENDIX. 


[T.  a.]  “ There  are  four  syllogisms  through  the  Return  (17  iir- 
dvoSo^)  on  the  prior  (6  irporepos,  6 irpuTo?)  [or  antecedent 
clause  of  the  hypothetical  proposition],  and  four  through  it  on 
the  posterior  (o  Sevrepo^,  6 eaxaTos).  For  the  terms  are  taken 
either  both  affirmatively,  or  both  negatively.  And  the  return  upon 
the  prior  is  ponent  {Kara  6e<rw),  upon  the  posterior  tollent  (/cara 
avaipeo'Lv.)  For  example  [the  return  upon  the  prior] : — 

(1) .  If  A is,  B ia ; (Return)  but  A is  ; (Conclusion,  avfnrtf)aa-fia)  therefore 
B is. 

(2) .  If  A is,  B is  not : but  A is  ; therefore  B is  not. 

(3) .  If  A is  not,  B is  ; but  A is  not ; therefore  B is. 

(4) .  If  A is  not,  B is  not ; but  A is  not ; therefore  B is  not. 

“ The  return  upon  the  posterior : — 

(1) .  If  A is,  B is  ; but  B is  not  ; therefore  A is  not. 

(2) .  If  A is,  B is  not ; but  B is  ; therefore  A is  not. 

(3) .  If  A is  not,  B is  ; but  B is  not ; therefore  A is. 

(4) .  If  A is  not,  B is  not ; but  B is  ; therefore  A too  is. 

[b.]  “ Following  those  of  conjunctive,  are  syllogisms  of  dis- 
junctive, terms.  In  these,  the  return  is  upon  either  [clause] 
indifferently.  For  example : If  it  must  be  that  either  A is  or  B 
is ; [in  the  one  case,]  B is  not,  therefore  A is ; or,  [in  the  other,] 
A is  not,  therefore  B is. 

[II.]  “ Of  three  conjunctive  terms,  there  are  [in  the  figures 
taken  together  eight  syllogisms,  through  a return  on  the  prior, 
and  eight  [sixteen] « through  a return  on  the  posterior  [clause]. 
For  the  three  terms  are  correlated  (a-uvridanaC),  either  all  affir- 
matively, or  some ; and  here  either  the  third  alone,  or  the  third 
and  second,  or  the  second  alone,  negatively.  Again,  either  aU  are 
negatively  correlated,  or  some ; and  here  either  the  third  alone, 
or  the  third  and  second,  or  the  second  alone,  affirmatively.  In  this 
manner  the  correlation  [in  each  figure]  is  eightfold ; taking  for 
exemplification  only  a single  mood  [in  the  several  figures]  : — 

If  A is,  B is  ; 

If  B is,  C is  ; 

If  A is,  therefore  C is. 

a It  would  leem  that  the  Author  the  common  practice  o{  the  Greeks,  or 
here,  and  in  the  last  sentence,  dis-  the  major  prior,  in  Aristotelic  theory), 
counts  altogether  the  first  figure,  pnz-  he  should  accord  the  designation  of 
zled,  apparently,  to  which  premise,  first. 

(the  minor  placed  first,  according  to 
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This  is  of  the  first  figure.  For  the  middle  collative  term 
(6  avvdyoiv  opos  fi€<roi)  is  twice  taken,  being  the  consequent 
(6  \7jyo)p)  in  the  former  conjunctive  [premise]  (to  npoTcpov 
(rwrfUfiivov),  the  antecedent  (6  rjyovfievos)  in  the  latter. 
Wherefore,  these  syllogisms  are  indemonstrable,®  not  requiring 
reduction  (17  oj^uo'ts)  for  demonstration.  The  other  moods 
of  the  first  figure  are,  as  has  been  said,  similarly  circumstanced. 

“ The  second  figure  is  that  in  which  the  collative  term  [or 
middle]  (6  (rwdyojv)  holds  the  same  relation  to  each  of  the  col- 
lated [or  extreme]  terms,  inasmuch  as  it  stands  the  antecedent 
of  both  the  conjunctive  [premises],  except  that  in  the  one  it  is 
aflSrmative ; in  the  other,  negative.  Wherefore,  when  reduced  to 
the  first  figure,  they  demonstrate,  as  is  seen,  through  the  instance 
of  a single  mood  composed  of  affirmative  collated  terms.  As : 

If  A is,  B is ; 

If  A is  not,  C is ; 

If  B is  not,  therefore  C is. 

This  is  reduced  to  the  first  figure  in  the  following  manner. 
Whether  it  has  the  collated  terms,  both  afiirmative,  or  both  nega- 
tive, or  both  dissimilar  to  the  reciprocally  placed  collative  term, 
there  is  taken  in  the  reduction  the  opposite  [and  converse]  of  the 
prior  conjunctive  [premise],  and  the  latter  is  applied,  in  order 
that  the  opposite  of  the  consequent  in  the  former  conjunctive 
[premise]  may  find  a place  in  the  foresaid  mood.  As : 

If  B is  not,  A is  not ; 

If  A is  not,  C is  ; 

If  B is  not,  therefore  C is. 

This  it  behoved  to  show. 

“ The  third  figure  is  that  in  which  the  collative  term  holds 
the  same  relation  to  each  of  the  collated  terms,  being  the  con- 
sequent in  either  conjunctive  [premise]  affirmatively  and  nega- 
tively, as  in  the  example  of  a single  mood  again  consisting  of 
affirmative  collated  terms.  Thus : 

If  A is,  B is ; 

If  C is,  B is  not ; 

If  A is,  therefore  C is  not 


a Vide  Apnleios.  [De  Dogm.  Plat.,  836. — En.] 

iii.  p.  37.  Rim.  Cf.  DixMssioru,  p. 
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The  reduction  of  this  to  the  first  figure  is  thus  effected.  The 
opposite  [and  converse]  of  the  second  conjunctive  [premise]  is 
taken  along  with  the  first  conjunctive  [premise],  and  the  ante- 
cedent of  the  former  is  applied  to  the  opposite  of  the  latter’s 
consequent ; as  in  the  foresaid  mood,  thus : 

If  A is,  B is ; 

If  B is,  C is  not ; 

If  A is,  therefore  C is  not 

“ All  this  requires  to  be  shown  concretel}’.  As  in  the  first 
figure,  [first  mood :] 

If  day  is,  light  is  ; 

If  light  is,  visible  objects  are  seen  ; 

If  day  is,  therefore  visible  objects  are  seen. 

Second  figure,  first  mood : 

If  day  is,  light  is ; 

If  day  is  not,  the  sun  is  under  the  earth  ; 

If  light  is  not,  the  sun  is  [therefore]  under  the  earth. 

lleduction ; 

If  light  is  not,  day  is  not ; 

If  day  is  not,  the  sun  is  under  the  earth  ; 

If  light,  therefore,  is  not,  the  sun  is  under  the  earth. 

Third  figure,  first  mood : 

If  day  is,  light  is ; 

If  things  visible  are  unseen,  light  is  not ; 

If  day,  therefore,  is,  things  visible  are  not  unseen, 

“ There  are  eight  moods  of  the  second  figure,  and  eight  of  the 
third  ; two  composed  of  aflirmatives,  two  of  negatives,  four  of 
dissimilars  with  a similar  or  dissimilar  coUative. 

“ End  of  Aristotle’s  Analytics.” 


Relative  to  the  translation  from  the  Greek  interpolator  on 
Hypothetical  Syllogisms,  in  Waitz,  {Org.,  L pp.  9,  10) ; and  in 
particular  to  the  beginning  of  [II,] 

Better  thus : — In  all  the  Figures : — the  Quality  of  the  syllo- 
gism is  either  Pure, — and  here  two,  viz.,  one  affirmative  and  one 
negative ; or  Mixed,— unA  here  six,  viz.,  three  in  which  affirma- 
tion, and  three  in  which  negation,  has  the  preponderance. 
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The  following  are  thus  arranged  : — 


Flnl  Figura. 

Second  Figure. 

Third  Figure. 

AU 

If  A is,  B is  ; 

If  B is,  A is  ; 

If  A is,  B is  ; 

A 

If  B is,  C is ; 

IfBis,  Cis; 

If  C is,  B is  ; 

4^ 

a 

e 

. If  A is,  C is. 

. % If  A is,  C is. 

If  A is,  Cis. 

o 

•o 

a 

s. 

£ 

o. 

.a 

1.2 

If  A is,  B is  ; 

If  B is,  A is ; 

If  A is,  B is ; 

B 

If  B is,  C is  not ; 

If  B is,  C is  not ; 

If  C is  not,  B is ; 

If  A is,  C is  not. 

. If  A is,  C is  not. 

If  A is,  C is  not. 

t 

1,3 

If  A is,  B is  not ; 

If  B is  not,  A is ; 

If  A Is,  B is  not ; 

*o 

C 

If  B is  not,  C is  ; 

If  B is  not,  G is  ; 

If  C is,  B is  not ; 

a 

o 

-a 

If  Ais,  CIS. 

If  A is,  C is. 

. If  A is,  C is. 

g 

tc 

2,3 

If  A is  not,  B is  ; 

If  B is,  A is  not ; 

If  A is  not.  B is ; 

|-C  D 

If  B is,  C is  ; 

If  A is  not,  C is. 

If  B is,  C U ; 

. If  A is  not,  C is. 

If  C is,  B is ; 

If  A is  not,  C is 

All 

If  A is  not,  B is  not ; 

If  B is  not,  A is  not ; 

If  A is  not,  B is  not ; 

... 

E 

IfB  is  not,  C is  not; 

If  B is  not,  C is  not ; 

If  C is  not,  B is  not ; 

*» 

ii 

.’.  If  A is  not,  C is  not. 

. If  B is  not,  C U not. 

. If  A is  not,  C is  not. 

p a 

1,2 

If  A is  not,  B is  not ; 

If  B is  not,  A is  not ; 

If  A is  not,  B is  not ; 

If  B is  not,  C is ; 

If  B is  not,  C is ; 

If  C is,  B is  not ; 

Si 

. If  A is  not,  C is. 

. If  A is  not,  C is. 

If  A is  not,  Cis. 

1.3 

If  A is  not,  B is ; 

If  B is,  A is  not ; 

If  A is  not,  B is  ; 

o® 

Q 

If  B is,  C is  not ; 

If  B is,  C is  not; 

If  C is  not,  B is ; 

.2- 

•*.  If  A is  not,  Cis  not. 

If  A is  not,  C is  not. 

, If  A is  not,  C is  not. 

•<e. 

2,8 

If  A is,  B is  not ; 

If  B is  not,  A is ; 

If  A is,  B is  not ; 

U 

If  B is  not,  C is  not ; 
If  A is,  C is  not. 

If  B is  not,  C is  not ; 
. If  A is,  C LB  not. 

If  C is  not.  B is  not ; 
If  A U,  C is  not. 

These  eight  syllogisms  are  all  affirmative,  the  negation  not 
being  attached  to  the  principal  copxila."  If,  therefore,  the  nega- 
tion be  attached  to  one  or  other  premise,  there  will  be  sixteen 
negative  syllogisms,  in  all  twenty-four.  The  negatives  are,  how- 
ever, awkward  and  useless. — (See  Lovanienses,  p.  301.) 

But  each  of  these  twenty-four  syllogisms  can  receive  twelve 
different  forms  of  predesignation,  corresponding  to  the  twelve 
moods  of  the  simple  categorical ; according  to  which  they  are 
arranged  and  numbered.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  notice  that 

a Soe  Lovanienses,  /n  Ariat.  Dial.,  Tract,  dt  Ilfpothciicia  Syllogitma,  p.  209. 

VOL.  II.  2 C 
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the  order  of  the  premises  is  in  Comprehension,  after  the  Greek 
fashion  of  the  scholiast. 


This  is  exemplified  in  the  Syllogism  E of  the  preceding  table, 
thus : 

1.  If  all  A is  not,  oU  B is  not ; if  all  B is  not,  all  C is  not ; if  all  A is 

not,  all  B is  not 

2.  If  some  A is  not,  all  B is  not ; if  all  B is  not,  some  C is  not ; if 

some  A is  not,  some  C is  not 

3.  If  some  A is  not,  all  B is  not ; if  all  B is  not,  all  C is  not ; if  some 

A is  not,  all  C is  not 

4.  If  all  A is  not,  all  B is  not ; if  all  B is  not,  some  C is  not ; if  all  A 

is  not,  some  C is  not 

5.  If  all  A is  not,  some  B is  not ; if  all  B is  not,  all  C is  not ; if  all  A 

is  not  all  C is  not 

6.  If  some  A is  not  all  B is  not ; if  some  B is  not,  all  C is  not ; if 

some  A is  not  all  C is  not 

7.  If  all  A is  not  some  B is  not ; if  all  B is  not,  some  C is  not ; if  all 

A is  not,  some  C is  not 

8.  If  some  A is  not  all  B is  not ; if  some  B is  not  sH  C is  not ; if 

some  A is  not  “U  C is  not 

9.  If  some  A is  not,  some  B is  not ; if  all  B is  not,  all  C is  not ; if 

some  A is  not  sU  C is  not 

10.  If  all  A is  not,  all  B is  not ; if  some  B is  not,  some  C is  not ; if  all 

A is  not,  some  C is  not. 

1 1.  If  some  A is  not,  some  B is  not ; if  all  B is  not,  some  C is  not ; .'.  if 

some  A is  not,  some  C is  not 

12.  If  some  A is  not,  all  B is  not ; if  some  B is  not,  some  C is  not ; if 

some  A is  not,  some  C is  not 

There  will  thus  be  96  (12  x 8)  affirmative  syllogisms  of  this 
kind,  and  192  negatives;  in  all  288. 
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X. 

S 0 E I T E S. 

(See  above,  Vol.  I.  p.  386.) 

(Without  order.) 

All  logicians  have  overlooked  the  Sorites  of  Second  and  Third 
Figures. 

In  Sorites  of  the  Second  or  Third  Figure,  every  term  forms 
a syllogism  with  every  other  through  the  one  middle  term : in 
Sorites  of  the  First  Figure,  every  Second  term  at  most  forms  a 
syllogism  with  every  other,  through  its  relative  middle  term. 

No  subordination  in  Sorites  of  Second  or  Third  Figure,  ergo, 
no  one  dominant  conclusion. 

Alias — In  First  Figure,  there  being  a subordination  of  notions, 
there  may  be  a Sorites  with  different  middles,  (all,  however,  in  a 
common  dependency).  In  Second  and  Third  Figures,  there  being 
no  subordination  of  terms,  the  only  Sorites  competent  is  that  by 
repetition  of  the  same  middle.  In  First  Figure,  there  is  a new 
middle  term  for  every  new  progress  of  the  Sorites ; in  Second 
and  Third,  only  one  middle  term  for  any  number  of  extremes. 

In  First  Figure,  a syllogism  only  between  every  second  term  of 
the  Sorites,  the  intermediate  term  constituting  the  middle  term. 
In  the  others,  every  two  propositions  of  the  common  middle  term 
form  a syllogism. 

Alias — There  being  no  subordination  in  Second  and  Third 
Figures  between  the  extremes,  there,  consequently,  are — 

1°,  No  relations  between  extremes,  except  through  the  middle 
term. 

2°,  There  is  only  one  possible  middle  term;  anynumber  of  others. 

3°,  Every  two  of  the  terms,  with  the  middle  term,  may  form  a 
syllogism. 

4°,  No  order. 


Before  concluding  this  subject,  I would  correct  and  amplify 
the  doctrine  in  regard  to  the  Sorites.® 

« InterpoUtion  in  Leclvre$.  See  above,  VoL  I.  p.  886. — Eo. 
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I’,  I would  state  that,  by  the  quantification  of  the  Predicate, 
(of  which  we  are  hereafter  to  treat,  in  reference  to  reasoning  in 
general),  there  are  two  kinds  of  Sorites : the  one  descending  from 
whole  to  part,  or  ascending  from  part  to  whole ; the  other  pro- 
ceeding from  whole  to  whole ; of  which  last  it  is  now  alone  re- 
quisite to  speak.  It  is  manifest,  that  if  we  can  find  two  notions 
wholly  equal  to  a third  notion,  these  notions  will  be  wholly  equal 
to  each  other.  Thus,  if  all  trilateral  figure  be  identical  with  all 
triangular  figure,  and  all  triangular  figure  with  all  figure  the  sum 
of  whose  internal  angles  is  equal  to  two  right  angles,  then  all 
figure  the  sum  of  whose  internal  angles  is  equal  to  two  right 
angles,  and  all  trilateral  figure,  will  also  be  identical,  reciprocating 
or  absolutely  convertible.  We  have  thus  a simple  syllogism  of 
absolute  equation.  On  the  same  principle,  if  A and  B,  B and  C, 
C and  D,  are  absolutely  equivalent,  so  also  will  be  A and  D.  We 
may  thus,  in  like  manner,  it  is  evident,  have  a Sorites  of  absolute 
equivalence.  It  is  not,  indeed,  very  easy  always  to  find  four  or 
more  terms  or  notions  thus  simply  convertible.  In  geometry,  we 
may  carry  out  the  concrete  syllogism  just  stated,  by  adding  the 
three  following  propositions ; — All  figure,  the  sum  of  whose  inter- 
ned angles  is  equal  to  two  right  angles,  is  all  figure  which  can  be 
bisected  through  only  one  angle; — AU  figure  which  can  he  bisected 
through  only  one  angle,  is  all  figure  which,  bisected  through  an 
angle  and  a side,  gives  two  triangles;  and  All  figure  which,  thus 
bisected,  gives  two  triangles,  is  all  figure  which,  bisected  through 
two  sides,  gives  a triangle  and  a quadrangle,  and  so  forth.  In 
theology,  perhaps,  however,  these  series  are  more  frequently  to  be 
found  than  in  the  other  sciences.  The  following  twelve  equivalent 
concepts  constitute  at  once  a good  example  of  such  a Sorites,  and 
at  the  same  time  exhibit  a compendious  view  of  the  whole  Calvin- 
istic  doctrine.  These  are : — 1.  Elected — 2.  Redeemed — 3.  Called 
— 4.  Oraced  with  true  repentance — 5.  With  true  faith — 6.  WiOi 
true  personal  assurance — 7.  Pardoned — 8.  Justified — 9.  Sancti- 
fied— 10.  Endowed  with  perseverance — 11.  Saved. — 12.  Glorified. 
This  series  could  indeed  be  amplified,  but  I have  purposely  re- 
stricted it  to  twelva  Now,  as  All  the  elect  are  all  the  redeemed, 
all  the  redeemed  all  the  called,  all  the  called  all  the  [truly'\  peni- 
tent, all  the  [<rWy]  penitent  all  the  [trulyl  believing,  all  the 
[tnify]  believmg  all  the  [truly']  assured,  all  the  [truly]  assured 
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all  the  pa,rdoned,  all  the  pardoned  ail  Vu  justified,  ail  the  justi- 
fied all  the  sanctified,  all  the  sanctified  all  the  perseverant,  all  the 
perseverant  all  the  saved,  all  the  saved  ail  the  glorified,  all  the 
glorified  all  the  blest  with  life  etemai;  it  follows  of  necessity, 
that  aU  the  blest  with  life  etemai  are  all  the  elect.  To  turn  this 
afiBrmative  into  a negative  Sorites,  we  have  only  to  say,  either 
at  the  beginning, — None  of  the  reprobate  are  any  of  the  elect, 
and,  consequently,  infer,  at  the  end,  that  none  of  the  Messed  with 
etemai  life  are  any  of  the  reprobate ; or  at  the  end, — None  of  the 
blessed  with  etemai  life  art  any  of  the  punished,  and,  consequently, 
infer  that  none  of  the  punished  are  any  of  the  elect.  Perhaps  the 
best  foimula  for  this  kind  of  Sorites  is  to  be  found  in  the  letters 
a,  b,  c.  This  will  afford  us  a Sorites  of  six  terms,  viz.,  a,  b,  c — 
a,  c,  b — b,  a,  c — b,  c,  a — c,  a,  b — c,  b,  a — which  are  all  virtually 
identical  in  their  contents.  If  there  be  required  a formula  for 
a longer  Sorites,  we  may  take  the  letters  a,  b,  c,  d,  which  will 
afford  us  twenty-four  terms.  Perhaps  the  best  formula  for  a 
descending  or  ascending  Sorites  is,  for  example,  a,  b,  c,  d,  e,  f,— • 
a,  b,  c,  d,  e,— a,  b,  c,  d, — a,  b,  c, — a,  b, — a. 


I.— COMPREHENSIVE  SORITES — PROGRESSIVE  AND  REGRESSIVE. 
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SYLLOGISM. 

A.— ITS  ENOUNCEMENT— ANALYTIC  AND  SYNTHETIC- 
ORDER  OF  PREMISES. 

(See  above,  Vol.  I.  p.  396.) 

(a)  Enouncement  of  Syllogism. 

(Nov.  1848.) — There  are  two  orders  of  enouncing  the  Syllo- 
gism, both  natural,  and  the  neglect  of  these,  added  to  the  not 
taking  into  account  the  Problem  or  Question,  has  been  the  ground 
why  the  doctrine  of  syllogism  has  been  attacked  as  involving  a 
pctitio  principii,  or  as  a mere  tautology.  Thus,  Buffier  cites  the 
definition,  the  art  of  confessing  in  the  conclusion  rvhat  has  heen 
already  avowed  in  the  premises^  This  objection  has  never  been 
put  dovm. 

The  foundation  of  all  syllogism  is  the  Problem.  But  this  may 
be  answered  either  Analytically  or  Synthetically. 

I.  Analytically  (which  has  been  wholly  overlooked)  thus : — 
Problem  or  quaesitum,  “ Is  P C ? ” Answer,  “ P is  C ; for  P is  M, 
and  M is  C.”  This  is  in  the  reasoning  of  Depth.  More  expli- 
citly : — “ Does  T contain  it  in  C ? ” “ P contains  it  in  C ; for  p 
contains  in  it  M,  and  M contains  in  it  C.”  But  it  is  wholly  in- 
different whether  we  cast  it  in  the  reasoning  of  Breadth.  For 
example : — " Does  C contain  under  it  P ? ” “ C contains  under 

it  P ; for  C contains  under  it  M,  and  M contains  under  it  P.”  ^ 

Here  all  is  natural ; and  there  is  no  hitch,  no  tiansition,  in  the 
order  of  progressive  statement.  The  whole  reasoning  forms  an 
organic  unity ; all  the  parts  of  it  being  present  to  the  mind  at 
once,  there  is  no  before  and  no  after.  But  it  is  the  condition  of 
a verbal  enouncement,  that  one  part  should  pi-ccede  and  follow 

a Seconde  Logique,  Art.  iii.  g 126. — 

Eu. 

e Plato,  in  a letter  to  Dionydua, 

{Bpiit.  2),  reverses  the  common  order 
of  Syllogism,  placing  the  conclusion 
first  {OuU  kt  think)  there  it  some  sense 
in  the  dead);  then  the  minor,  {t/ial 


good  men  so  think] ; lastly  the  major, 
(that  the  presentiments  of  divine  mm  are 
of  highest  anthoritg).  Pliitonis  Ojtera, 
Bekker,  iz.  p.  74.  Of.  Melanchthon, 
Diatectica,  L,  iii.,  Dt  Figurations,  p. 
98,  od.  1542. 
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another.  Here,  accordingly,  the  proposition  in  which  the  reason- 
ing is  absolved  or  realised,  and  which,  from  the  ordinary  mode  of 
enouncement,  has  been  styled  the  Conclusion,  is  stated  first ; and 
the  grounds  or  reasons  on  which  it  rests,  which,  from  the  same 
circumstance,  have  been  called  the  Premises  or  Antecedent,  are 
stated  last.  This  order  is  Analytic.  We  proceed  from  the  effect 
to  the  cause, — from  the  principiatiim  to  the  principia.  And  it  is 
evident  that  this  may  be  done  indifferently  either  in  Depth  or 
Breadth ; the  only  difference  being  that  in  the  counter  quantities 
the  grounds  or  premises  naturally  change  their  order. 

II.  Synthetically ; — the  only  order  contemplated  by  the  logi- 
cians as  natural,  but  on  erroneous  grounds.  On  the  contrary,  if 
one  order  is  to  be  accounted  natural  at  the  expense  of  the  other, 
it  is  not  that  which  has  thus  been  exclusively  considered.  For — 

1°,  It  is  full  of  hitches.  There  is  one  great  hitch  in  the  sepa- 
ration of  the  conclusion  from  the  question ; though  this  latter  is 
merely  the  former  proposition  in  an  assertive,  instead  of  an  in- 
terrogative, form.  There  is  also  at  least  one  subordinate  hitch 
in  the  evolution  of  the  reasoning. 

2°,  The  exclusive  consideration  of  this  form  has  been  the  cause 
or  the  occasion  of  much  misconception,  idle  disputation,  and 
groundless  objection. 


(On  the  two  methods  ; tumultuaiy  observations,  to  be  better 
arranged,  and  corrected.) 

1°,  In  the  first  or  analytic  order,  what  is  principal  in  reality 
and  in  interest,  is  placed  first,  that  is,  the  Answer  or  Assertion, 
called  on  the  other  order  the  Conclusion. 

2°,  In  this  order  all  is  natural ; there  is  no  hitch,  no  saltus, 
no  abrupt  transition ; all  slides  smoothly  from  first  to  last. 

a)  The  question  slides  into  its  answer,  interrogation  demands 
and  receives  assertion. 

b)  Assertion  requires  a reason  and  prepares  us  to  expect  it ; 
and  this  is  given  immediately  in  what,  from  the  other  order,  has 
been  called  the  Antecedent  or  Premises. 

c)  Then  the  first  term,  either  in  Breadth  or  Depth,  is  taken 
fimt  in  the  ground  or  reason,  and  compared  with  M ; then  M is 
compared  with  the  other.  As  in  Breadth : — “ Does  C contain 
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under  it  F ? ” “ C contains  F ; for  C contains  under  it  M,  and  M 
contains  under  it  F.” — In  Depth  : — Does  F contain  in  it  C ? ” 
“ F contains  in  it  C ; for  F contains  in  it  M,  and  M contains  in 
it  C.”  This  is  the  first  Figure. — Second  Figure,  using  common 
language : — " Is  F C ? ” “ F is  C (and  C is  F) ; for  F and  C 
are  both  the  same  M.”  Here  the  two  extremes  taken  together 
are  compared  with  M. — In  the  Third  Figure  M is  compared  with 
both  extremes : — “ Is  F C ? ’’  “ F is  C (and  M is  F) ; for  the 

same  M is  both  F and  C.” 

3°,  In  this  order  there  is  nothing  pleonastic, nothing  anticipated. 

4°,  Nothing  begged. 

5®,  In  this  method  the  process  is  simple.  Thought  is  one;  but 
to  be  enounced  it  must  be  analysed  into  a many.  This  order 
gives  that  necessary  analysis,  and  nothing  more. 

6°,  In  this  order,  when  assertive,  answer  is  limited  by  ques- 
tion ; good  reason  why,  in  Second  and  Tliird  Figures,  one  answer 
should  be  given. 

7°,  This  order  is  the  one  generally  used  by  the  mathematicians. 
(See  Twesten,  Logxk,  § 117,  p.  105,  and  below,  p.  413.  Plato 
also.) 

8®,  If  the  Quffisitum  be  stated  as  it  ought  to  be,  this  order 
follows  of  course ; and  the  neglect  of  the  quaesitum  has  followed 
from  the  prevalence  of  the  other.  If  the  quajsitum  be  stated  in 
using  the  common  form,  we  must  almost  of  course  interpolate  a 
“ yes  ” or  a “ no  ” before  proceeding  to  the  premises  in  the  com- 
mon method ; and,  in  that  case,  the  conclusion  is  only  a super- 
fluous recapitulation. 

In  the  Synthetic,  or  common  oi-der,  all  is  contrary.  (The  num- 
bers correspond.) 

1°,  In  this  order,  what  is  first  in  reality  and  interest,  and  in 
and  for  the  sake  of  which  the  whole  reasoning  exists,  comes  last ; 
till  the  conclusion  is  given  we  know  not,  (at  least  we  ought  not 
to  know),  how  the  question  is  answered. 

2®,  In  this  order  all  is  unnatural  and  contorted  by  hitches  and 
abrupt  transitions.  There  is  no  connection  between  the  question 
and  what  prepares  the  answer, — the  premise.  (Show  in  detail.) 

3®,  In  this  order  all  is  pleonastic  and  anticipative.  The  pre- 
mises stated,  we  already  know  the  conclusion.  This,  indeed,  in 
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books  of  Logic,  is  virtually  admitted, — the  conclusion  being  com- 
monly expressed  by  a therefore,”  &c.  Ancient  doctrine  of  Enthy- 
meme,  (Ulpian,  &c.),  unknown  to  our  modem  logicians ; among 
their  other  blunders  on  the  Enthymeme.  On  the  common  doctrine, 
Logic, — Syllogistic, — is  too  truly  defined  the  art  of  confessing  in 
the  conclusion  what  had  been  already  avowed  in  the  premises. 

• 4°,  On  this  order  the  objection  of  petitio  principii  stands 
hitherto  unrefuted,  if  not  unrefutable,  against  Logic.® 

6°,  In  this  order  the  process  is  complex.  The  simple  thought 
is  first  mentally  analysed,  if  it  proceed,  as  it  ought,  from  the 
quajsitum ; but  this  analysis  is  not  expressed.  Then  the  elements 
are  recomposed,  and  this  recomposition  affords  the  synthetic  an- 
nouncement of  the  syllogism, — the  syllogism  being  thus  the 
superfluous  regress  of  a foregone  analysis.  Aristotle’s  analytic 
is  thus  traly  a synthetic ; it  overtly  reconstructs  the  elements 
which  had  been  attained  by  a covert  analysis.^ 

6°,  In  this  method,  the  problem  hanging  loose  from  the  syllo- 
gism, and,  in  fact,  being  usually  neglected,  it  does  not  determine 
in  the  Second  and  Third  Figures  one  of  the  two  alternative  con- 
clusions, which,  ex  fade  syllogismi,  are  competent  in  them.  Tlie 
premises  onip  being,  there  is  no  reason  why  one  of  the  conclu- 
sions should  be  drawn  to  the  preference  of  the  other.  Mein. 
Counter-practice  old  and  new.  The  logicians  ought  not,  however, 
to  have  ignored  this  double  conclusion. 

7°,  See  corresponding  number. 

8'’,  See  corresponding  number.7 


(b)  Ordek  of  Premises. 

Aristotle  places  the  middle  term  in  the  first  Figure  between  the 


a [Stewart  (EUmentt,  toI.  ii.  ch.  3, 
§ 2,  Workt,  voL  iii.  p.  202,  tl  alU>i) 
makes  this  objection.  Refuted  by  Gal- 
luppi  Zez.  di  Logica  e di  Ahtafiska, 
I,ez.  i.  p.  242  et  w;.] 

0 [Aristotle’s  Analytici  are  in  syn- 
thetic order;  they  proceed  from  the 
simple  to  the  componnd ; the  elements 
they  commence  with  are  gained  by  a 
foregone  analysis,  which  is  not  ex- 
pressed. They  are  as  synthetic  as  a 
grammar  commencing  with  the  letters. 


The  meaning  of  the  term  is  the  doc- 
trine showing  how  to  analyse  nr  reduce 
reasonings  to  syllogisms  ; syllogisms 
to  figure  ; figure  to  mood  ; second  and 
third  figures  to  first ; syllogisms  to 
propositions  and  tenns ; propositions  to 
terms ; for  of  all  these  analysis  is  said. 
See  Pacii  Organon,  An.  Prior.,  i.  cc. 
2.  32,  42,  44,  45,  pp.  128,  261,  273, 
275,  278,  280.] 

y Compare  Disenssione,  p.  652. — 
Eo. 
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extremes,  and  the  major  extreme  first ; — in  the  second  Figure 
before  the  extremes  and  the  major  extreme,  next  to  it in  the 
third  Figure  after  the  extremes,  and  the  minor  extreme  next  to  it. 

In  his  mode  of  enouncement  this  relative  order  is  naturally 
kept ; for  he  expresses  the  predicate  first  and  the  subject  last, 
thus : A is  in  all  B,  or  A is  predicated  of  all  B,  instead  of  say- 
ing All  B is  A 

But  when  logicians  came  to  enounce  propositions  and  syllogisms 
in  conformity  to  common  language,  the  subject  being  usually  first, 
they  had  one  or  other  of  two  difficulties  to  encounter,  and  submit 
they  must  to  either ; for  they  must  either  displace  the  middle 
term  from  its  intermediate  position  in  the  first  Figure,  to  say 
nothing  of  reversing  its  order  in  the  second  and  third ; or,  if  they 
kept  it  in  an  intermediate  position  in  the  first  Figure,  (in  the 
second  and  third  the  Aristotelic  order  could  not  be  kept),  it 
behoved  them  to  enounce  the  minor  premise  first. 

And  this  alternative  actually  determined  two  opposite  proce- 
dures,— a difference  which,  though  generally  distinguishing  the 
logicians  of  different  ages  and  countries  into  two  great  classes, 
has  been  wholly  overlooked.  All,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind,  re- 
gard the  syllogism  in  Figure  exclusively,  and  as  figured  only  in 
Extension. 

The  former  difficulty  and  its  avoidance  determined  the  older 
order  of  enouncement,  that  is,  constrained  logicians  to  state  the 
minor  premise  first  in  the  first  Figure ; and,  to  avoid  the  discre- 
pancy, they  of  course  did  the  same  for  uniformity  in  the  second 
and  third. 

The  latter  difficulty  and  its  avoidance  determined  the  more 
modem  order  of  enouncement,  that  is,  constrained  logicians  to 
surrender  the  position  of  the  middle  term  as  middle,  in  following 
the  order  of  the  major  premise  first  in  all  the  Figures. 

Philoponus  on  the  First  Book  of  the  Prior  Analytics,  c.  iv.  § 4, 
(Pacian  Division),  f.  20  a,  ed.Trincavelli. — “This  definition  appears 
to  be  of  the  extremes  and  of  the  middle  term ; but  is  not  It 
behoves,  in  addition,  to  interpolate  in  thought  an  ‘ only ; ’ and 
thus  will  it  be  rightly  enounced,  as  if  he  had  said  ; — ‘ But  the  ex- 
‘ tremes  are  both  that  which  is  only  in  another,  and  that  in  which 
‘ another  only  is’  For  if  A is  [predicated]  of  all  B,  and  B is  [pre- 
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dicated]  of  all  C,  it  is  necessary  that  A should  be  predicated  of 
all  C.  This  is  the  first  syllogistic  mood.  Two  universal  afBr- 
matives,  inferring  an  universal  conclusion.  For  if  B is  in  all  C, 
consequently  C is  a part  of  B ; but  again  B is  a part  of  A ; conse- 
quently, A is  in  all  C,  inasmuch  as  C is  a part  of  B.  But  what 
is  here  said  will  appear  more  clearly  from  a concrete  example — 
Substance  of  all  animal ; animal  of  all  man;  (there  follows), 
substance  of  all  man.  And  backwards  (avdiraXiv),  All  man 
animal ; all  animal  substance  ; all  man  therefore  substance.  In 
regard  to  this  figure,  it  is  plain  how  we  ought  to  take  the  terms 
of  the  first  mood.  The  first  [major]  is  most  generic  ; the  second 
[middle]  is  a subaltern  genus ; and  the  third  [minor]  is  a species 
more  special  than  the  middle.  But  a conclxision  is  here  always 
necessary.  Thus,  following  the  synthetic  order,  that  is,  if  we 
start  from  the  major  term,  substance  begins,  beginning  also  the 
conclusion.  Substance  of  aU  animal,  (substance  stands  first) ; 
animal  of  all  man  ; (finally,  the  conclusion  commences  with 
substance), — substance  of  all  man.  But  if  [on  the  analytic  order] 
we  depart  liom  the  minor  term,  as  from  man,  in  this  case  the 
conclusion  wiU,  in  like  manner,  begin  therewith : AU  man  ani- 
mal ; all  animal  substance  ; all  man  substance.” 

This  is  the  only  philosophic  view  of  the  matter.  His  syllo- 
gisms really  analytic  (=in  Depth.) 

Analytic  and  Synthetic  ambiguous.  Better, — order  of  Breadth, 
and  Depth." 


a [Instances  and  anthorities  for  the 
enouncement  of  Syllogism,  with  the 
Minor  Premise  stated  first : — 

A.  Ascients. 

Grais  ;-:-Gregory  of  Nyssa,  Opera, 
t.  ii  p.  612,  in  his  12  (not  10)  Syl- 
logisms against  Manicheans,  yaries. 
These  very  corrupt.  Joannes  Damas- 
cenns,  (DiaUetiea,  c.  64,  Opera,  ed. 
Leqnien,  Paris,  1712,  t.  L pp.  65,  66), 
gives  two  Syllogisms,  one  with  minor 
first.  Aloinous,  Dt  Doct.  Plat.,  L.  i. 
CO.  5 and  6.  Aristotle  often  places 
minor  first.  See  Zabatella,  Opera  Lo- 
gica  De  Quarto  Plgura,  p.  124.  Val- 
lius,  Logica,  t.  ii.  pp.  72,  76.  Aristo- 


tle and  Alexander  not  regular  in  stat- 
ing major  propositiona  See  in  First 
Figure,  An.  Pr.  i.  c.  4.  Aristotle  used 
the  ‘‘tehoU"  only  of  the  predicate. 
See  Tlabarella,  Tabula,  In  An.  Prior., 
p.  149.  (Bnt  see  above,  p.  307.)  Boe- 
thius, Opera,  pp.  562, 683.  Aristotle, 
An.  Pr.  L c.  1,  sub  fine,  ubi  Alexander, 
f.  9 a.  Pbiloponus,  f.  17  a,  f.  11  b. 
Alexander  Aph.,  In  An.  Pr.  i.  if.  9 a, 
15  b.  Pbiloponus,  In  An.  Pr.  i.,  S.  11 
b,  20  a,  explains  the  practice  of  Greek 
Peripatetics  in  this  matter.  See  also 
ff.  17  a,  18  a;  and  11  a,  21  a — these 
in  i.  Fig.— in  ii.  Fig.  23  b.  The  same. 
In  Physica,  i c.  1,  f.  2.  Themistins, 
In  An.  Post.  ii.  o.  4.  Anonymns, 
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B.— FIGURE— UNFIQURED  AND  FIGURED  SYLLOGISM. 

(1853.)— (tt)  Contrast  and  Comparison  of  the  various 
KINDS  of  Formal  Syllogism — Difference 
of  Figure  Accidental. 

A).  Unfigured  Syllogism — One  form  of  syllogism:  for  hero 
there  is  abolished,  1°,  The  difference  of  Breadth  and  Depth,  for 


Ik.  NyltogUmo,  f.  43  a.  Gtegorius 
Ancpouymus,  Compcnd.  Philosophia 
Syntagma,  L.  v.  cc.  1,  6,  pp.  58,  70. 
GoorgiuB  Diaconus  Pachymeriiu,  E]ril. 
Log. , tit  iv.  cc.  1 — 4.  Sextus  Empiri- 
cus, PirrrK  Hgpofypoa.,  L.  ii.  cc.  13, 14, 
pp.  103,  110.  Clemens  Alex.,  .SVrom., 
L.  viii.  Oj>fra,p.  784,  (od.  Sylburgii.) 
Blemmidas,  iJyUotne  Logica,  c.  31,  p. 
219.  Gregorius  Trapezuntius,  Dialec- 
tiea  De  Syll.,  p.  30  : " Prima  (Figura) 
cat  in  qua  medius  terminus  aubjicitur 
in  majors,  ct  in  minore  pnedicatur : 
quamvis  contra  JUri  ct  aohai  ct  jiosgit.** 
A Greek,  ho  wrote  in  Italy  for  the 
Latins  ; but  refers  here  to  the  practice 
of  his  countrymen. 

Latim: — Cicero,  De  Fin.  iii.  8;  iv. 
18;  TWc.  Diep.  iii.  7 ; v.  15;  Opera 
Phil.  pp.  88.'.,  903,  981,  1029,  ed.  Ver- 
Imrgii.  Macrobius,  Opera,  p.  181, 

ZeuniL  Seneca,  Epint.  85,  p.  358. 

Apuleius,  De  llahit.  Doct.  Plat. , L.  iii. 
p.  36,  ed.  Elmenhorst.  Isidonis,  in 
Oothci/r.  Auctoree,  p.  878.  Cassiodunis, 
Dialcctica,  Opera,  p.  556,  Qenev.  1650, 
gives  alternative,  but  in  Psalm  xxxi. 
V.  16,  gives  a syllogism  with  minor 
Hrst.  Martianns  Capella,  De  Septem 
Arlilnu  LiUraiibus,  allows  both  forms 
for  first  Figure ; generally  makes  the 
minor  first  (see  below,  p.  433).  Boe- 
thins,  (origo  mali),  v.  Opera,  p.  694  el 
teg. 

Orientalt. — a.  Mahemmedant : — Aver- 
roes  (enouncing  as  we)  in  all  the  Fig- 
ures has  minor  tint  (See  below,  p. 
433.) 

b.  Jews : — Rabbi  Simeon  [truly 


Maimonides]  (in  Hebrew,)  Logiea,  per 
S.  Munsterum,  cc.  6,  7,  Basil,  1527. 

B.  Modeiins. 

Modem  anticipations  of  the  doctrine 
that  the  Minor  Premise  should  precede 
the  Major.  Valla,  Dialeetica,  f.  GO  l>, 
&o.  Opera,  pp.  733,  736.  Joannes 
Neomagus,  In  Trapeiuntium,  f.  38  I>, 
(only  adduces  examples.)  Caramuel, 
Rat.  et  Realit  Philotophia  Logica, 
Disp.  ix.  xvi.  Aquinas,  Opute.  47. 
(Camerarins,  Disp.  Phil.,  P.  t qu.  1.3, 
p.  117.)  Alstedius,  Eucyclupcedia,  p. 
437.  Gassendi,  Opera,  ii  p.  413 ; i. 
p.  107.  Camerarins,  Disp.  Phil.,  P.  i. 
qu.  13,  p.  117.  Leibnitz,  Ogtera,  T.  ii. 
Pan  i.  p.  356,  Dissert,  de  Arte  Com- 
binatoria,  (1666),  ed.  Dutens,  who  ro- 
fen  to  Ramus,  Gassendi,  Alcinotu,  &c. 
Cf.  A'oureafa:  Essais,  L.  iv.  § 8,  p.  454, 
cd.  Rasp;  and  Locke's  Essay,  ibid. 
Buffier,  Logique,  § 68.  Cmsarius,  Dia- 
lectica,  Tract,  v.  De  Syll.  Cal.  p.  158, 
(tint  ed.  1532).  J.  C.  E.  A'oro  Dcteeta 
VeriUu,  kc.,  see,  Reusch,  Syttema  Do- 
gieum,  § 547,  p."  626.  Chauvin,  Lesi- 
eon  Philotophicum,  v.  Figaro.  Hobbes, 
Computatio,  c.  iv.  prefixes  the  minor, 
(see  Hallam,  Lit.  of  Europe,  vol.  iii  c.  3, 
p.  309,  ed.  1839.)  Lambert,  KeuesOr- 
ganon,  i.  136,  § 225.  Bachmann,  Logil:, 
§ 13.3,  pp.  202,  226.  Hollman,  Logieo, 
I 454.  Essex,  iMgik,  g 107,  p.  210. 
Krag,  Logik,  § 114,  p.  408.  Benekn, 
System  der  Logik,  c.  v.  p.  210  et  sen. 
Stapulensis,  in  Sergeant’s  Method  to 
Science,  p.  127.  Facciolati,  (though  be 
eiTS  himself),  Rudimenta  Logica:,  p. 
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the  terns  are  both  Subject  or  both  Predicate,  and  may  be  either 
indifierently ; 2°,  All  order  of  the  terms,  for  these  may  be 
enounced  first  or  second  indifferently  ; 3°,  All  difference  of  major 
or  minor  term  or  proposition,  all  duplicity  of  syllogism ; 4°,  All 
difference  of  direct  and  indirect  conclusion. 

B).  Figured  Syllogism — Two  forms  of  syllogism  by  different 
orders  of  terms : — 

First  Figure. — Here  the  two  forms  of  syllogism  are  possible, 
each  with  its  major  and  minor  terms,  each  with  its  direct  or 
immediate,  its  indirect  or  mediate,  conclusion.  These  two  various 
forms  of  syllogism  are  essentially  one  and  the  same,  differing  only 
accidentally  in  the  order  of  enouncement,  inasmuch  as  they  seve- 
rally depart  from  one  or  from  the  other  of  the  coimter,  but  corre- 
lative, quantities  of  Depth  and  Breadth,  as  from  the  containing 
whole.  But  in  fact,  we  viay  enounce  each  order  of  syllogism, 
[in]  either  quantity,  the  one  is  the  more  natural 

Second  and  Third  Figures. — In  each  of  these  figures  there  are 
possible  the  two  varieties  of  syllogism ; but  not,  as  in  the  first 
figure,  are  these  different  forms  variable  by  a counter  quantity, 
and  with  a determinate  major  and  minor  term  ; for  in  each  the 
extremes  and  the  middle  term  (there  opposed)  are  necessarily  in 
the  same  quantity,  being  either  always  Subject  or  always  Predi- 


86,  P.  iii.  c.  3,  note  4,  where  Boethius, 
Sextus  Empiricus,  Alcinous,  Ac.  Ch. 
Mayne,  Etiay  on  Natural  Notions,  p. 
122  et  uq.  Lamy,  Acta  Erud.,  1708, 
p.  67. 

Who  have  erred  in  this  subject, — 
making  onr  order  of  enunciation  the 
natural  and  usual.  Vives,  Centura 
Veri,  Opera,  t.  i.  p.  606.  J.  G.  Vos- 
sius,  De  Nat.  Art.  liberal.,  Logrica,  c. 
viii.  § 9.  J.  A.  Fabricius,  Ad.  Sext. 
£mp.  103.  Facciolati,  Rudinunta  Lo- 
gica,  p.  86.  Waits,  In  Org.  Comm., 
pp.  380,  386. 

That  Seasoning  in  Comprehensive 
Quantity  most  natural.  Wolf,  PhiL 
Rat.  S 399,  p.  327.  Scusch,  Syttema 
Logicum,  § 647.  Schulze,  Logik,  § 77 
of  old  (1817)  I 72  of  last  (1831),  edi- 
tion, holds  that  dictum  de  omni,  Ac., 
evolved  out  of  note  notce,  for  mere  sub- 
ordination syllogisms.  Hanschius,  in 


Acta  Erud.  1728,  p.  470.  Lamy  (B.) 
in  Acta  Erud.  1708,  p.  67.  Oldfield, 
Esmy  on  Reason,  p.  246.  Valla,  Dia- 
lectica,  L.  iii.  o.  46.  Hoffbauer,  .dna- 
lytik  der  Urtheile  und  SchlUsst,  § 162, 
p.  198.  Mayne's  Rational  Notions,  p. 
123  et  scq.  Mariotte,  logique.  Part  ii. 
disc.  iii.  p.  161.  Paris,  1678.  Chlade- 
nus,  Phil.  Dcf.,  p.  18,  (in  Wolf,  Phil. 
7?a<.,§561.)  Caatillon,  jt/em.  de  Ser/t'n, 
1802.  Hallam,  Lit.  of  Europe,  vol.  iii. 
p.  309.  Thomson  (W.),  Outlines  of  the 
Laws  of  Thought,  p.  39.  I n reference 
to  the  above,  the  mathematicians  usu- 
ally begin  with  what  is  commonly  call- 
ed the  Minor  Premise,  (as  A=B,  B== 
C,  therefore  A = C) ; and  frequently 
they  state  the  Conclusion  Ant,  (as 
A = B,  for  A = M,  and  M = B),  or 
Ac.;  see  Wolf,  PhU.  Rat.,  § 651, 
Twesten,  Logik,  § 117,  p.  105,  and 
Lambert,  Neues  Org.,  L § 226.] 
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cate  in  the  jugation.  They  differ  only  as  the  one  extreme,  or 
the  other,  (what  is  indifferent),  is  arbitrarily  made  the  Subject 
or  Predicate  in  the  conclusion.  Indirect  or  Mediate  conclusions 
in  these  figures  are  impossible ; for  the  indirect  or  mediate  con- 
clusion of  the  one  syllogism  is  in  fact  the  direct  conclusion  of 
the  other. 

Thus  difference  of  Figure  accidental. 


If  rule  true,  it  will  follow  that  it  is  of  no  consequence 
whether ; — 

1°,  The  middle  one  or  any  other  of  the  three  terms  be,  in  any 
proposition,  subject  or  predicate,  if  only  either.  Hence  differ- 
ence of  Figure  of  no  account  in  varying  the  syllogism.  Thus, 
(retaining  the  subordination  of  terms)  convert  major  proposition 
in  Extension  of  first  Figure,  and  you  have  second  Figure ; con- 
vert minor  proposition,  and  you  have  third  Figure ; convert  both 
premises,  and  you  have  fourth  Figure. 

2°,  Whether  one  of  the  extremes,  one  or  other  of  the  premises, 
stand  first  or  second,  be,  in  fact,  major  or  minor  tenn  of  a propo- 
sition ; all  that  is  required  is,  that  the  terms  and  their  quantities 
should  remain  the  same,  and  that  they  should  always  bear  to 
each  other  a relation  of  subject  and  predicate.  Thus,  (if  [in]  any 
of  the  Figures,)  the  major  and  minor  terms  and  propositions 
interchange  relation  of  subordination,  when,  in  the  first  Figure, 
you  convert  and  transpose ; and  when  [in]  the  other  three 
Figures  (fouiih  ?),  you  simply  transpose  the  premises. 

Indifferent  (in  first  Figure)  which  premise  precedes  or  follows. 
For  of  two  one  not  before  the  other  in  nature.  But  not  indiffer- 
ent in  either  whole,  which  term  should  bo  subject  and  predicate 
of  conclusion." 

(J)  Double  Conclusion  in  Second  and  Third  Figures. 

My  doctrine  is  as  follows 

In  the  Unfigurcd  SyU^iam  there  is  no  contrast  of  terms,  the 
notions  compared  not  being  to  each  other  subject  and  predicate ; 
consequently,  the  conclusion  is  here  necessarily  one  and  only  one. 

a Compare  />w*<rMw»Ws  P-  — En. 
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la  the  Figured  Syllogism  we  must  discriminate  the  Figures. 

In  the  First  Figure  where  the  middle  term  is  subject  of  the  one 
extreme  and  predicate  of  the  other,  there  is  of  course  a determi- 
nate major  extreme  and  premise,  and  a determinate  minor  ex- 
treme and  premise ; consequently,  also,  one  proximate  or  direct, 
and  one  remote  or  indirect,  conclusion,— the  latter  by  a conver- 
sion of  the  former. 

In  the  Second  and  Third  Figures  all  this  is  reversed.  In  these 
there  is  no  major  and  minor  extreme  and  premise,  both  extremes 
being  either  subjects  or  predicates  of  the  middle  ; consequently, 
in  the  inference,  as  either  extreme  may  be  indifferently  subject 
or  predicate  of  the  other,  there  are  two  indifferent  conclusions, 
that  is,  conclusions  neither  of  which  is  more  direct  or  indirect 
than  the  other. 

This  doctrine  is  opposed  to  that  of  Aristotle  and  the  logicians, 
who  recognise  in  the  Second  and  Third  Figures  a major  and  minor 
extreme  and  premise,  with  one  determinate  conclusion. 

The  whole  question  in  regard  to  the  duplicity  or  simplicity  of 
the  conclusion  in  these  latter  figures  depends  upon  the  distinction 
in  them  of  a major  and  a minor  term  ; and  it  must  be  peremp- 
torily decided  in  opposition  to  the  universal  doctrine,  unless  it  can 
be  shown  that  in  these  figures  this  distinction  actually  subsists. 
This  was  felt  by  the  logicians ; accordingly  they  applied  them- 
selves with  zeal  to  establish  this  distinction.  But  it  would 
appear,  from  the  very  multiplicity  of  their  opinions,  that  none 
proved  satisfactory ; and  this  general  presumption  is  shown  to 
be  correct  by  the  examination  of  these  opinions  in  detail, — an 
examination  which  evinces  that  of  these  opinions  there  is  no  one 
which  ought  to  satisfy  an  inquiring  mind. 

In  all,  there  are  six  or  five  different  grounds  on  which  it  has 
been  attempted  to  establish  the  discrimination  of  a major  and 
minor  term  in  the  Second  and  Third  Figures.  All  are  mutually 
subversive ; each  is  incompetent.  Each  following  the  first  is  in 
fact  a virtual  acknowledgment  that  the  reason  on  which  Aristotle 
proceeded  in  this  establishment,  is  at  once  ambiguous  and  in- 
sufficient.— I shall  enumerate  these  opinions  as  nearly  as  possible 
in  chronological  order. 

1.  That  the  major  is  the  extreme  'which  lies  in  the  Second 
Figure  nearer  to,  in  the  Third  Figure  farther  from,  the  middle. — 
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This  is  Aristotle’s  definition,  {An.  Pr.,  L.  i.,  cc.  5,  6).  At  best  it 
is  ambiguous,  and  has,  accordingly,  been  taken  in  different  senses 
by  following  logicians ; and  in  treating  of  them  it  will  be  seen 
that  in  none,  except  an  arbitrary  sense,  can  the  one  extreme,  in 
these  figures,  be  considered  to  lie  nearer  to  the  middle  term  than 
the  other.  I exclude  the  supposition  that  Aristotle  spoke  in 
reference  to  some  scheme  of  mechanical  notation. 

2.  Tliut  the  major  term  in  the  antecedent  is  that  which  ie  pre- 
dicate in  the  conclusion. — This  doctrine  dates  from  a remote  an- 
tiquity. It  is  rejected  by  Alexander;  but,  adopted  by  Ammonius 
and  Philoponus,  (ff.  17  b,  18  a,  ed.  Trine.),  has  been  generally 
recognised  by  subsequent  logicians.  Its  recognition  is  now  almost 
universal.  Yet,  critically  considered,  it  explains  nothing.  Educ- 
ing the  law  out  of  the  fact,  and  not  deducing  the  fact  from  the 
law,  it  does  not  even  attempt  to  show  why  one  being,  either  ex- 
treme may  not  be,  predicate  of  the  conclusion.  It  is  merely  an 
empirical, — merely  an  arbitrary,  assertioa  The  Aphrodisiau, 
after  refuting  the  doctrine,  when  the  terms  are  indefinite  (prein- 
designate),  justly  says  : — “ Nor  is  the  case  different  when  the 
terms  are  definite  [predesignate].  For  the  conclusion  shows  as 
predicate  the  term  given  as  major  in  the  premises  ; so  that  the 
conclusion  is  not  itself  demonstrative  of  the  major ; on  the  con- 
trary, the  being  taken  in  the  premises  as  major,  is  the  cause 
why  a term  is  also  taken  as  predicate  in  the  conclusion.” — [An. 
Pr.,  {.  24  a,  ed.  Aid.) 

3.  That  the  proximity  of  an  extreme  to  the  middle  term,  in 
Logic,  is  to  be  decided  by  the  relative  pi'oximity  in  nature,  to  the 
middle  notion  of  the  notions  compared. — This,  which  is  the  inter- 
pretation of  Aristotle  by  Herminus,  is  one  of  the  oldest  upon  re- 
cord, being  detailed  and  refuted  at  great  length  by  the  Aphrodi- 
sian,  (ff.  23  b,  24  a).  To  determine  the  natural  proximity  re- 
quired is  often  difficult  in  affirmative,  and  always  impossible  in 
negative,  syllogism ; and,  besides  the  objections  of  Alexander,  it 
is  wholly  material  and  extralogicaL  It  is  needless  to  dwell  on 
this  opinion,  which,  obscure  in  itself,  seems  altogether  unknown 
to  our  modern  logicians. 

4.  That  the  major  term  in  the  syllogism  is  the  predicate  of 
the  problem  or  question. — This  is  the  doctrine  maintained  by 
Alexander,  (f.  24  b) ; but  it  is  doubtful  whether  at  first  or  second 
]>atul.  It  has  been  adopted  by  Averroes,  Zabarella,  and  sundry  of 
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the  acuter  logicians  in  modem  times.  It  is  incompetent,  however, 
to  establish  the  discrimination.  Material,  it  presupposes  an  in- 
tention of  the  leasoner;  does  not  appear  and, 

at  best,  only  shows  which  of  two  possible  qucesita, — which  of 
two  possible  conclusions, — has  been  actually  carried  out  For  it 
assumes,  that  of  the  two  extremes  either  might  have  been  major 
in  the  antecedent,  and  predicate  in  the  conclusion.  If  Alexander 
had  applied  the  same  subtlety  in  canvassing  his  own  opinion, 
which  he  did  in  criticising  those  of  others,  he  would  not  have 
given  the  authority  of  his  name  to  so  untenable  doctrine. 

6.  That  the  major  extreme  is  that  contained  in  the  major  pre- 
mise, and  the  major  premise  that  in  the  order  of  enouncement 
first. — ^This  doctrine  seems  indicated  by  Scotus,  {An.  Pr.,  L.  i., 
qu.  xxiv.  §§  5,  6) ; and  is  held  explicitly  by  certain  of  his  fol- 
lowers. This  also  is  whoUy  incompetent.  For  the  order  of  the 
premises,  as  the  subtle  Doctor  himself  observes,  {Tb.,  qu.  xxiiL 
§ 6),  is  altogether  indifferent  to  the  validity  of  the  consequence ; 
and  if  this  external  accident  be  admitted,  we  should  have  Greek 
majors  and  minors  turned,  presto,  into  Latin  minors  and  majors. 

6.  That  the  major  extreme  is  that  contained  in  the  major  pre- 
mise, and  the  major  premise  that  itself  most  general. — All  oppo- 
site practice  originates  in  abuse.  This  opinion,  which  coincides 
with  that  of  Herminus  (No.  3),  in  making  the  logical  relation  of 
terms  dependent  on  the  natural  relation  of  notions,  I find  ad- 
vanced in  1614,  in  the  Bisputationes  of  an  ingenious  and  inde- 
pendent philosopher,  the  Spanish  Jesuit,  Petrus  HiuiAdo  de  Men- 
doza, {Disp.  Log.  et  Met.,  L,  Disp.  x.  §§  50-65).  It  is,  however, 
too  singular,  and  manifestly  too  untenable,  to  require  refutation. 
As  material,  it  is  illogical ; as  formal,  if  allowed,  it  would  at  best 
serve  only  for  the  discrimination  of  certain  moods ; but  it  cannot 
be  allowed,  for  it  would  only  subvert  the  old  without  being  ade- 
quate to  the  establishment  of  aught  new.  It  shows,  however, 
how  imsatisfactoiy  were  the  previous  theories,  when  such  a doc- 
trine could  be  proposed  by  so  acute  a reasoner,  in  substitution. 
This  opinion  has  remained  unnoticed  by  posterior  logicians. 

The  dominant  result  from  this  historical  enumeration  is,  that, 
in  the  Second  and  Third  Figures,  there  is  no  major  or  minor  term, 
therefore  no  major  or  minor  premise,  therefore  two  indifferent 
conclusions. 
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This  important  truth,  however  natural  and  even  manifest  it 
may  seem  when  fully  developed,  has  but  few  and  obscure  vatici- 
nations of  its  recognition  during  the  progress  of  the  science. 
Three  only  have  I met  with. 

The  first  I find  in  the  Aphrodisian,  (f.  24  b) ; for  his  expres- 
sions might  seem  to  indicate  that  the  opinion  of  there  being  no 
major  and  minor  term  in  the  Second  figure,  (nor,  by  analogy,  in 
the  Third,)  was  a doctrine  actually  held  by  some  early  Greek 
logicians.  It  would  be  curious  to  know  if  these  were  the  “ an- 
cients,” assailed  by  Ammonius,  for  maintaining  an  overt  quan- 
tification of  the  predicate.  The  words  of  Alexander  are; — “ Nor, 
however,  can  it  be  said,  that  in  the  present  figure  there  is  no 
major.  For  this  at  least  is  determinate, — that  its  major  must 
be  imiversal ; and,'_if  there  be  [in  it]  any  syllogistic  combination, 
that  premise  is  the  major  which  contains  the  major  term.”  (F. 
24  &)  Demurring  to  this  refutation,  it  is,  however,  evidence 
sufiScient  of  the  opinion  to  which  it  is  opposed.  This,  as  it  is 
the  oldest,  is,  indeed,  the  only  authority  for  any  deliberate 
doctrine  on  the  point. 

The  second  indication  dates  from  the  middle  of  the  fifteenth 
century,  and  is  contained  in  the  Dxalectica  of  the  celebrated  Lau- 
rentius  Valla  (L  iii.  c.  8 [51]).  Valla  abolishes  the  third  figure, 
and  his  opinion  on  the  question  is  limited  to  his  observations  on 
the  second,  in  treating  of  Cetare  and  Camestres,  which,  after  a 
host  of  previous  logicians,  he  considers  to  be  a single  mood.  There 
is  nothing  remarkable  in  his  statement : “ Neque  distinctse  sunt 
propositio  et  assumptio,  ut  altera  major  sit,  altera  minor,  sed  quo- 
dammodo  pares  ; ideoque  sicut  neutra  vindicat  sibi  primum  aut 
secundum  locum,  ita  utraque  jus  habet  in  utraque  conclusione. 
Verum  istis  placuit,  ut  id  quod  secundo  loco  poneretur,  vendicaret 
sibi  conclusionem : quod  verum  esset  nisi  semper  gemina  esset 
conclusio.  Sed  earum  dicamus  alteram  ad  id  quod  primo  loco, 
alteiam  ad  id  quod  secundo  loco  positum  est,  referri.”  We,  there- 
fore, await  the  development  of  his  doctrine  by  relation  to  the  other 
moods,  Festino  and  Baroco,  which  thus  auspiciously  begins  : — 
“ Idem  contingit  in  reliquis  duobns : qui  tamen  sunt  magis  dis- 
tincti.”  We  are,  however,  condemned  to  disappointment  For, 
by  a common  error,  excusable  enough  in  this  impetuous  writer,  he 
has  confounded  singulars  (definites)  with  particulars  (indefinites) ; 
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and  thus  the  examples  which  he  adduces  of  these  moods  are,  in 
fact,  only  examples  of  Cesare  and  Comesires.  The  same  error 
had  also  been  previously  committed  (L  iii.  c.  4).  The  whole, 
therefore,  of  Valla’s  doctrine,  whicK  is  exclusively  founded  on 
these  examples,  must  go  for  nothing ; for  we  cannot  presume,  on 
such  a ground,  that  he  admits  more  than  the  four  common  moods, 
identifying,  indeed,  the  two  first,  by  admitting  in  them  of  a 
double  conclusioa  We  cannot,  certainly,  infer,  that  he  ever 
thought  of  recognising  a particular, — an  indefinite,  predicate  in 
a n^ative  propositioa 

The  third  and  last  indication  which  I can  adduce  is  that  from 
the  Method  to  Science  of  John  Sergeant,  who  has  in  this  as  in 
his  other  books,  (too  successfully),  concealed  his  name  under  the 
initials  “ J.  S.”  He  was  a Catholic  priest,  and,  from  1665,  an 
active  religious  controversialist ; whilst,  as  a philosopher,  in  his 
Idea  Philosophice  Cartesiante,  a criticism  of  Descartes,  in  his 
Solid  Philosophy,  a criticism  of  Locke,«  in  his  Metaphysics,  and  in 
the  present  work  he  manifests  remarkable  eloquence,  ingenuity, 
and  independence,  mingled,  no  doubt,  with  many  untenable,  not 
to  say  ridiculous,  paradoxes.  His  works,  however,  contain  genius 
more  than  enough  to  have  saved  them,  in  any  other  country,  from 
the  total  oblivion  into  which  they  have  fallen  in  this, — where,  in- 
deed, they  probably  never  were  appreciated.  His  Method  to  Sci- 
encc,(&  treatise  on  Logic),  was  published  in  1696,  with  a “Preface, 
dedicatory  to  the  learned  students  of  both  our  Universities,”  ex- 
tending to  sixty-two  pages.  But,  alas ! neither  this  nor  any  other 
of  his  philosophical  books  is  to  be  found  in  the  Bodleian. 

In  the  Third  Book  of  his  Method,  which  treats  of  Discourse, 
after  speaking  of  the  First,  or,  as  he  calls  it,  "only  right  figure  of  a 
syllogism,”  we  have  the  following  observations  on  the  Second  and 
Third  : — “ § 14.  Wherefore  the  other  two  figures,  [he  does  not  re- 
cognise the  Fourth],  are  unnatural  and  monstrous.  For,  since 
nature  has  shown  us  that  what  conjoins  two  notions  ought  to  be 
placed  in  the  middle  between  them ; it  is  against  nature  and  rea- 


a Seigesnt  is  sn  intelligent  antago- 
nist of  both  these  philosophers,  and  I 
have  elsewhere  had  occasion  to  quote 
him  as  the  first  and  one  of  the  ablest 
critics  of  the  Esaay  on  Human  Under- 


standing. In  certun  views  he  antici- 
pates Kant;  and  Pope  has  evidently 
taken  from  his  brother  Catholic  the 
hint  of  some  of  his  most  celebrated 
thoughts. 
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son  to  place  it  either  above  them  both,  as  is  done  in  that  they 
call  the  second  figure,  or  under  them  both,  as  is  done  in  that  figure 
they  call  the  third. 

“ § 15.  lienee  no  determinate  conclusion  can  follow,  in  either  of 
the  last  figures,  from  the  disposal  of  the  parts  in  the  syllogisms. 
For  since,  as  appears  (§  13),  the  extreme  which  is  predicated  of 
the  middle  term  in  the  major,  has  thence  a title  to  be  the  predi- 
cate in  the  conclusion,  because  it  is  above  the  middle  term,  which 
is  the  predicate,  or  above  the  other  extreme  in  the  minor;  it  fol- 
lows, that  if  the  middle  term  be  tvoice  above  or  twice  below  the 
other  two  terms  in  the  premises,  that  reason  ceases  ; and  so  it  is 
left  indifferent  which  of  the  other  terms  is  to  be  subject  or  predi- 
cate in  the  conclusion ; and  the  indeterminate  conclusion  follows, 
not  from  the  artificial  form  of  the  syllogism,  but  merely  from  the 
material  identity  of  all  the  three  terms  ; or  from  this,  that  their 
notions  are  found  in  the  same  Ens.  Wherefore,  from  these 
premises,  [in  the  Second  figure], 

Soma  laudable  thing  ia  [all]  virtue, 

[All]  courtesy  is  a virtue  ; 

or,  from  these,  [in  the  Third], 

[All]  virtue  is  [soma]  laudable. 

Some  virtue  is  [all]  courtesy  ; 

the  conclusion  might  either  be, 

Tbereforc,  [all]  courtesy  is  [some]  laudable. 

Or,  Some  laudable  thing  is  [all]  courtesy. 

“ So  that,  to  argue  on  that  fashion,  or  to  make  use  of  these 
awkward  figures,  is  not  to  know  certainly  the  end  or  conclusion 
we  aim  at,  but  to  shoot  our  bolt  at  no  determinate  mark,  since 
no  determinate  conclusion  can  in  that  case  follow.”  (P.  232). 

E.xtremes,  it  is  said,  meet.  Seigeant  would  abolish  the  Second 
and  Third  figures,  as  petitory  and  unnatural,  as  merely  material 
corruptions  of  the  one  formal  first.  I,  on  the  contrary,  regard  all 
the  figures  as  equally  necessary,  natural,  and  formal  But  we 
agree  in  this : both  hold  that,  in  the  Second  and  Third  figures, 
there  is  a twofold  and  indifferent  conclusion  ; howbeit,  the  one 
makes  this  a monstrosity  of  the  syllogistic  matter,  the  other,  a 
beauty  of  the  syllogistic/om.  Therefore,  though  I view  Sergeant 
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as  wrong  in  his  premises,  and  “ shooting  his  bolt  at  no  determi- 
nate mark,”  I must  needs  allow  that  he  has,  by  chance,  hit  the 
bull’s  eya  T have  inserted,  within  square  brackets,  the  quanti- 
fications required  to  restore  and  show  out  the  formality  of  his 
examples ; on  my  scheme  of  notation  they  stand  as  follows : — 

C,- :M, -:r  :T 


C.— HISTORICAL  NOTICES  REGARDING  FIGURE  OF 
SYLLOGISM. 

I. — Aristotle. 

Aristotle ; Figures  and  Terms  of  Syllogism,  Prior  Analytics 
B.  I. 


First  Figure. — Ch.  iv. 

§ 2.  “ When  three  terms  [or  notions]  hold  this  mutual  relation, 
— that  the  last  is  in  the  whole  middle,  whilst  the  middle  is  or 
is  not  in  the  whole  first, — of  these  extremes  there  results  of 
necessity  a perfect  syllogisnu"  “ 

§ 3.  “ By  middle  term,  [B  (B)],  I mean  that  which  itself  is  in 
another  and  another  in  it ; and  which  in  position  also  stands  in- 
termediate. I call  extremes  both  that  which  is  itself  in  another 
[the  minor],  and  that  in  which  another  is  [the  major].  For  if  A 
be  predicated  of  all  B,  and  B of  all  C,  A will  necessarily  be  pre- 
dicated of  all  C.” 


a Ch.  iy.  | 2. — This  definition  of 
the  Firat  Figure,  (founded  on  the  rules 
De  Omni  and  de  Nullo),  applies  only 
to  the  nniversal  moods,  but,  of  these, 
only  to  those  legitimate  and  useful, — 
Barbara  and  Celarent.  It,  therefore, 
seems  inadequate,  but  not  superfluous. 

Aristotle  uses  the  phrase,  “ to  be  in 
all  or  in  the  whole,”  both  with  refer- 
ence to  extension, — for  the  lower  no- 
tion B,  as  contained  under  the  all  or 


whole  of  the  higher  notion  A ; and 
with  reference  to  comprehension,  — 
for  the  higher  notion  A as  contained 
in  the  all  or  whole  of  the  lower  notion 
B.  In  the  former  sense,  which  with 
Aristotle  is  the  more  usual,  and,  in 
fact,  the  only  one  contemplated  by 
the  logicians,  there  is  also  to  be  ob- 
served a distinction  between  the  in- 
hesion and  the  predication  of  the  at- 
tribute. 
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§ 10.  “I  call  that  the  major  extreme  [A  (A)]  iu  which  the 
middle  is  j the  minor  [F  (C)]  that  which  lies  under  the  middle.” 

[Thus,  A A. 

B B. 

r C.J 

Second  Figuee. — Ch.  v. 

§ 1.  “ When  the  same  [predicate  notion]  inheres  in  all  of  the 
one  and  in  none  of  the  other,  or  in  all  or  in  none  of  both  [the 
subject  notions], — ^This  I denominate  the  Second  Figure.” 

§ 2.  “ The  middle  [M  (M)]  in  this  [figure]  I call  that  which  is 
predicated  of  both  [notions] ; the  extremes,  the  [notions]  of  which 
the  middle  is  said.  The  major  extreme  [N  (N)]  is  that  towards 
the  middle;  the  minor  [H  (0)],  that  from  the  middle  more 
remote. 

§ 3.  “ The  middle  is  placed  out  [from  between]  the  extremes, 
first  in  position." 

[So,  M M 

N N 

a O] 

Third  Figdkk — Ch.  vi. 

§ 1.  “ When  in  the  same  [subject  notion]  one  [predicate  notion] 
inheres  in  all,  another  in  none  of  it,  or  when  both  inhere  in  all 
or  in  none  of  it,  such  Figure  I call  the  Third. 

§ 2.  “ In  this  [figure]  I name  the  middle,  that  of  which  both 
[the  other  terms]  are  predicated;  the  extremes,  the  predicates 
themselves.  The  major  extreme  [IT  (P)]  is  that  farther  from, 
the  minor  [P  (Q)]  that  nearer  to,  the  middle. 

§ 3.  “ The  middle  [2  (R)]  is  placed  out  [from  between]  the 
extremes,  last  in  position.” 

, [As,  n P 

P Q 

2 B] 

• •••«•• 

General  Theory  of  Figure. — Prior  Analytics,  B.  i.  c.  23,  § 7. 

‘ If,  then,  it  be  necessary  [in  reasoning]  to  take  some  [term] 
common  [or  intermediate]  to  both  [extreme  terms] ; this  is  pos- 
sible in  three  ways.  For  we  predicate  either  [the  extreme]  A of 
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[the  middle]  C,  and  [the  middle]  C of  [the  extreme]  B ; or  [the 
middle]  C of  both  [extremes];  or  both  [extremes]  of  [the  middle] 
C.  These  are  the  [three]  Figures  of  which  we  have  spoken ; and 
it  is  manifest,  that  through  one  or  other  of  the  Figures  every 
syllogism  must  be  realised.”  ® 


IL  AND  III. — ALEXANDEB  AND  HeRHINDS. 


Alexander,  In  An.  Pr.,  f.  23  b. 

Second  Figure,  c.  v.  § 2,  Aristotle. — ‘“The  middle  extreme  is 
that  which  lies  towards  the  middl&* 

“ But  it  is  a question,  whether  in  the  Second  Figure  there  be 
by  nature  any  major  and  minor  extreme,  and  if  there  be,  by  what 
criterion  it  may  be  known.  For  if  we  can  indifferently  connect 
with  the  middle  term  whichsoever  extreme  we  choose,  this  we 
may  always  call  the  major : and  as  negative  conclusions  only 
are  drawn  in  this  figure,  universal  negatives  being  also  mutually 
convertible,  it  follows,  that  in  universal  negatives  the  one  term 
has  no  better  title  to  be  styled  major  than  the  other,  seeing  that 
the  major  term  is  what  is  predicated,  whilst  both  are  here  indif- 
ferently predicable  of  each  other.  In  universal  affirmatives,  in* 
deed,  the  predicate  is  major,  because  it  has  a wider  extent ; and 
for  this  reason,  such  propositions  are  not  [simply]  convertible ; 
so  that  here  there  is  by  nature  a major  term  which  is  not  to  be 
found  in  universal  negatives. 

“ Herminus  is  of  opinion  that,  in  the  Second  Figure, — 

[1°.]  “ If  both  the  extremes,  of  which  the  middle  is  predicated, 
be  homogeneous  [or  of  the  same  genus],  the  major  term  is  that  most 
proximate  to  the  genus  common  to  the  two.  For  example : — If 
the  extremes  be  bird  and  man  ; bird  lying  nearer  to  the  common 
genus  [animal]  than  man,  as  in  its  first  division,  bird  is  thus  the 
major  extreme ; and,  in  general,  of  homogeneous  terms,  that  hold- 
ing such  a relation  to  the  common  genus  is  the  major. 


a Arutctle  here  varies  the  notation 
by  letters  of  the  three  syllogistic  terms, 
making  C (r)  stand  for  the  middle 
term,  A and  B for  the  two  extremes. 
This  be  did,  perhaps,  to  prevent  it  be- 
ing supposed,  (what  bis  previous  nota- 


tion might  appear  to  indicate,)  that  the 
middle  term  was  a notion  in  the  First 
Figure,  necessarily  intermediate  be- 
tween the  two  extremes,  in  the  Second 
superior,  in  the  Third  inferior,  to 
them. 
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[2°.]  “ But  if  the  tenns  be  equally  distant  from  the  common 
genus,  as  horse  and  man,  we  ought  to  regard  the  middle  predi- 
cated of  them,  and  consider  of  which  [term]  it  is  predicated 
through  [that  term]  itself,  and  of  which  through  some  other  pre- 
dicate ; and  compare  that  through  which  it  is  predicated  of  an- 
other with  that  through  which  it  is  predicated  of  [the  term]  itself. 
And  if  that  through  which  [the  middle]  is  predicated  of  another, 
(viz.,  the  one  extreme),  be  nearer  [than  the  other  extreme]  to  the 
common  genus,  that  [extreme]  of  which  [for  tovtcov  ov,  I read 
TovTov  o5],  the  middle  is  [mediately]  predicated,  from  its  closer 
propinquity  to  the  common  genus,  rightly  obtains  the  title  of 
major.  For  example : If  the  extremes  be  horse  and  man,  rational 
being  predicated  of  them, — negatively  of  horse,  affirmatively  of 
man ; seeing  that  rational  is  not  of  itself  denied  of  horse,  but 
because  horse  is  irrational,  whereas  rational  is  of  itself  affirmed 
of  man,  horse  is  nearer  than  man  to  their  common  genus  animal; 
horse  will,  therefore,  be  the  major  extreme,  though  man  be  no 
further  removed  than  horse  from  its  proper  genus.  And  this, 
because  that  through  wliich  the  predicate  [t'.e.  the  middle]  is  pre- 
dicated of  this  last,  as  being  irrational,  is  greater ; for  rational 
is  not  denied  of  horse  qua  horse,  whilst  it  is  affirmed  of  man  qua 
man. 

[3*’.]  “But  if  the  extremes  be  not  homogeneous,  but  under 
different  genera,  that  is  to  be  considered  the  major  term,  which 
of  the  two  holds  the  nearer  of  its  own  genus.  For  instance : If 
aught  be  predicated  of  colour  and  man,  colour  is  the  major  ex- 
treme ; for  colour  stands  closer  to  quality,  than  man  to  substance; 
as  wtan  is  an  individual  [or  most  special]  species,  but  not  colour. 

[4°.]  “ Finally,  if  each  be  equally  remote  from  its  proper  genus, 
we  must  consider  the  middle,  and  inquire  of  which  term  it  is 
predicated  through  [that  term]  itself,  and  of  which  through  some- 
thing else ; and  if  that  through  which  the  middle  is  predicated 
of  another  [f.e.  one  extreme],  be  nearer  to  its  proper  genus,  and 
if  through  that  the  middle  be  actually  predicated  of  this  term, 
this  term  is  to  be  deemed  the  major.  For  example : If  the  terms 
be  white  and  man,  the  one  being  an  individual  species  in  quality, 
the  other  in  substance ; and  if  rational  be  affirmatively  predicated 
of  man,  negatively  of  white  ; the  affirmation  is  made  in  regard 
to  man  as  man,  whereas  the  negation  is  made  of  white,  not  as 
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whiU,  but  as  inanimate.  But  since  inanimate,  through  which 
rational  is  denied  of  white,  is  more  common,  more  universal,  and 
more  proximate  to  substance  inanimate  than  man  to  [sMis<a»e«] 
animate,  on  that  account,  white  is  the  major  tenn  in  preference 
to  man.  [So  far  Herminus.] 

“ But  to  reason  thus,  and  to  endeavour  to  demonstrate  a major 
term  by  nature,  in  the  Second  Figure,  is  a speculation  which  may 
be  curious,  but  is  not  true.  [I  read  rr/aos  ra  wepiovpyiav 
^eu/.] 

[1°.]  “ For,  in  the  first  place,  if  we  consider  the  given  terms, 
not  in  themselves,  but  in  relation  to  others,  in  which  the  predi- 
cated term  does  not  inhere ; the  major  term  will  be  always  found 
in  the  negative  proposition.  For,  in  this  case,  the  major  is  always 
equal  to  the  middle  term ; since  whether  it  be  thus  or  thus  taken 
from  the  commencement,  or  be  so  made  by  him  who  denies  it,  the 
negative  major  will  still  stand  in  this  relation  to  the  middle  term. 
For  the  middle  does  not  inhere,  where  it  is  not  supposed  to  inhere. 
Wherefore,  its  repugnant  opposite  inheres  in  the  subject,  but  the 
repugnant  opposite  of  the  middle  is  equal  to  the  middle.  And 
this,  either  through  the  middle  itself,  or  through  another  notion  of 
wider  extent ; as  when  rational  is  denied  of  something  through 
inanimate.  For  there  is  here  an  equalisation  through  irrational, 
through  which  rational  is  negatively  predicated  of  horse.  For 
either  the  middle  is  equal  to  this  of  which  it  is  denied,  or  [I  read, 
7}  for  6]  it  is  less ; as  when,  through  inanimate,  rational  is  de- 
nied of  aught.  For  inanimate  is  equal  to  animate,  under  which 
is  rational,  a notion  greater  than  that  other  of  which  it  is  affirmed. 
For  since  the  affirmative  predicate  is  greater  than  its  subject,  of 
which  the  middle  is  denied  or  not  affirmed ; and  since  the  reason 
why  the  middle  is  denied,  is  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  middle 
itself,  which  middle,  again,  in  an  affirmative  proposition,  is  greater 
than  its  subject ; — on  these  accounts,  a negative  proposition  is 
always  greater  than  an  aflirmative.  Nevertheless,  Aristotle  him- 
self says  that  a negation  is  to  be  placed  in  the  minor  [proposi- 
tion] ; for  the  second  syllogism  in  this  figure  [Camestres]  has  as 
its  minor  premise  an  universal  negative. 

[2°.]  “ Further,  why  in  the  case  of  negatives  alone  should  ex- 
planation or  inquiry  be  competent,  in  regard  to  the  reason  of  the 
negative  predication,  seeing  that  in  the  case  of  affirmatives  the 
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reason  is  equally  an  object  of  inquiry  ? For  rational  is  predi- 
cated of  man,  of  itself,  indeed,  but  not  primarily,  that  is,  not  in- 
asmuch as  he  is  man,  but  inasmuch  as  he  is  rational ; so  that  if 
rational  [be  denied]  of  horse  through  irrational,  still  these  are 
both  branches  of  the  same  division.  By  this  method,  assuredly, 
no  major  can  be  ever  found.  Wherefore,  we  ought  not,  in  this 
way,  to  attempt  a discrimination  of  the  major  of  afiirmative  syl- 
logisms in  the  Second  Figure.  For  in  this  figure  affirmation  and 
negation  are  equally  compatible  with  the  major  term  ; so  that 
whatsoever  term  has  by  the  forementioned  method  been  found 
major,  the  same,  taken  either  as  major  or  minor,  will  effectuate 
a syllogistic  jugation ; which  being  competent,  there  is  no  longer 
any  major  [or  minor]  in  this  figure.  For  the  problem  is  to  find 
not  a major  term  absolutely,  but  one  of  this  figure.”  [So  much 
touching  Herminus.] 

[3°.]  “ Nor,  on  the  other  hand,  as  is  thought  by  some,  is  that 
unconditionally  to  be  called  the  major  term,  which  stands  predi- 
cate in  the  conclusion.  For  neither  is  this  manifest  If  left  in- 
definite [preindesignate],  the  same  term  will  hold  a different  re- 
lation, though  a conversion  of  the  universal  native ; so  that 
what  is  now  the  major,  may  be  anon  the  minor ; we  may,  in  fact, 
be  said  to  constitute  the  same  term  both  major  and  minor.  Natu- 
rally there  is  in  negative  propositions  no  major  notion,  nor,  from 
the  conclusion,  ought  we  to  mark  out  the  major  at  all.  Nor  is 
the  case  different  when  the  term  is  defined  [predesignate].  For 
the  conclusion  shows,  as  predicate,  the  term  given  as  major  in 
the  premises  ; so  that  the  conclusion  is  not  itseK  demonstrative 
of  the  major ; on  the  contrary,  the  being  taken  in  the  premises 
as  major  is  the  cause  why  a term  is  also  taken  as  predicate  in 
the  conclusion. 

“ Nor,  however,  can  it  be  said  that  in  this  figure  there  is  no 
major.  For  this  at  least  is  determinate, — that  its  major  must  bo 
universal ; and,  if  there  be  [in  it]  any  syllogistic  combination, 
that  premise  is  the  major  which  contains  the  major  term. 

[4°.]  “ But,  in  the  Second  Figure,  which  of  the  terms  is  to  be 
deemed  the  major?  That  is  to  be  deemed  the  major,  and  to  be 
placed  first,  which  in  the  problem  [question  or  queesitum]  we  intend 
to  demonstrate,  and  which  we  regard  as  predicate.  For  every  one 
who  reasons,  first  of  all  determines  with  himself,  what  it  is  he 
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would  prove ; and  to  this  end  he  applies  his  stock  of  suitable  pro- 
positions ; for  no  one  stumbles  by  chance  on  a conclusion.  The 
notion,  therefore,  proposed  as  predicate  in  the  problem  to  be 
proved,  is  to  be  constituted  the  major  term ; for  although  the  pro- 
position be  converted,  and  the  notion  thereby  become  the  subject, 
still  in  what  we  proposed  to  prove,  it  [actually]  was,  and  [there- 
fore virtually]  remains,  the  predicate.  Hence,  even  if  there  be 
drawn  another  conclusion,  we  convert  it ; so  that,  to  us  who  prove 
and  syllogise  and  order  terms,  that  always  stands  as  the  major. 
For  major  and  minor  are  not,  in  negative  syllogisms,  regulated  by 
their  own  nature,  but  by  the  intention  [of  the  reasoner]  to  con- 
clude. Thus  it  is  manifest,  that  what  is  the  predicate  in  the  pro- 
blem, is  also  the  predicate  in  the  conclusion.” 

Alexander  on  Prior  Analytics,  L.  i.  c.  vi.,  f.  30  a,  ed.  Aid. 

(Third  Figure.)  . . . “ This  is  the  Third  Figure,  and  holds 
the  last  place  because  nothing  universal  is  inferred  in  it,  and  be- 
cause sophistical  syllogisms  chiefly  affect  this  figure  with  their 
indefinite  and  particular  conclusions.  But  the  sophistical  are  the 
last  of  all  syllogisms.  . . . Add  to  this,  that  while  both  the 
Second  and  Third  Figures  take  their  origin  from  the  First,  of  the 
two  the  Third  is  engendered  of  the  inferior  premise.  For  the 
minor,  qua  minor,  is  the  inferior  premise,  and  holds  reasonably  a 
secondary  place,  [the  conversion  of  the  minor  proposition  of  the 
First  figure  giving  the  Third  figure]. 

F.  30  b.  (DaraptL)  “ The  first  syzygy  in  this  figure  is  of  two 
universal  affirmatives  [DaraptL]  But  it  may  be  asked — Why, 
whilst  in  the  second  figure  there  are  two  syllogistic  conjugations, 
having  one  of  the  premises  an  universal  affirmative,  the  other  an 
universal  negative,  (from  having,  now  their  major,  now  their 
minor,  as  an  universal  negative  proposition  converted); — why,  in 
the  third  figure,  there  is  not,  in  like  manner,  two  syllogistic  com- 
binations of  two  universal  affirmatives,  since  of  these,  either  the 
major  or  the  minor  proposition  is  convertible  7 Is  it  that  in  the 
second  figure,  from  the  propositions  being  of  diverse  form  [quality], 
the  commutation  of  a universal  negative  into  something  else  by 
conversion  is  necessary,  this  being  now  the  major,  now  the  minor, 
and  it  not  being  in  our  power  to  convert  which  we  will  ? In  the 
third  figure,  on  the  other  band,  there  being  two  universal  affirma- 
tives, the  position  [relation]  of  the  propositions,  (for  they  are  simi- 
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lar  in  character  and  position),  is  not  the  cause  of  one  being  now 
converted,  now  another;  the  cause  lying  in  us,  not  in  the  juga- 
tion.  Wherefore,  the  one  or  other  being  similarly  convertible, 
inasmuch  as  the  position  [relation]  of  the  two  propositions  is  the 
same ; the  one  which  affords  the  more  important  probation  is 
selected,  and  hereby  is  determined  the  syllogistic  jugation.  More- 
over, the  differences  of  syllogisms  [moods]  in  each  figure  are 
effected  by  the  differences  among  their  jugations,  not  by  those 
among  their  probations.  Thus  that  the  combination  of  proposi- 
tions is  syllogistic  [or  valid],  is  proved  by  conversion  and  redvetto 
ad  tmposstbile,  also  by  exposition.  But  from  this  circumstance 
there  does  not  emerge  a plurality  of  syllogisms  [moods].  For  the 
different  probations  [are  not  valid  from  such  plurality,  but]  from 
the  unity  of  the  jugation  from  which  they  are  inferred,  so  that 
one  jugation  of  two  universal  affirmatives  may  constitute,  in  the 
third  figure,  a single  syllogism  [mood],  howbeit  the  probations 
are  diffei'cnt ; inasmuch  as  now  the  one,  now  the  other,  of  the 
propositions  can  be  converted.” 

IV. — PniLOPOSDS. 

Philoponus  (or  rather  Amnionius)  on  Aristotle,  An.  Pr.,  L i. 
c.  4,  § L f.  17  a,  ed.  Trincavelli,  1536. 

“ The  Predicate  is  always  better  than  the  Subject,  because  the 
predicate  is,  for  the  most  part,  more  extensive  (errl  irkdov)  than  the 
subject,  and  because  the  subject  is  analogous  to  the  matter,  the 
predicate  to  the  form  ; for  the  matter  is  the  subject  of  the  forms. 
But  when  the  middle  term  is  predicated  of  the  two  extremes,  or  is 
the  subject  of  both ; in  this  case,  it  is  not  properly  intermediate. 
But,  howbeit,  though  in  position  external  to  the  middle,  it  is  still 
preferable  to  be  the  predicate  than  to  be  the  subject.  On  this 
ground,  that  is  called  the  first  figure,  the  middle  term  of  which 
preserves  its  legitimate  order,  being  subject  of  the  one  extreme, 
and  predicate  of  the  other.  The  second  figure  is  that  in  which  the 
middle  is  predicated  of  both  extremes,  and  in  which  it  occupies 
the  better  position  of  those  remaining.  Finally,  the  third  figure 
is  that  in  which  the  middle  term  is  subjected  to  the  two  extremes; 
here  obtaining  only  the  lowest  position.  "Wherefore,  in  the  first 
figure  the  middle  term  is  delineated  on  a level  with  the  extremes ; 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


APPENDIX. 


429 


whereas  in  the  second  it  is  placed  above,  and  in  the  third  hdow, 
them.”* 

Philoponus  (or  rather  Ammonius)  on  Aristotle,  An.  Pr.,  £ 17 
a,  ed.  Trincavelli,  1536. 

Syllogistic  Figures  in  general. — “ We  must  premise  what 
is  the  Major  Proposition  of  the  Syllogism,  ai^d  what  the  Minor. 
But  to  understand  this,  we  must  previously  be  aware  what  are 
the  Major  and  Minor  Terms.  And  it  is  possible  to  dehne 
these,’ both,  in  common,  as  applicable  to  all  the  three  iigures 
and,  in  special,  with  reference  to  the  firat  alone.  In  the  latter 
relation,  that  is,  regarding  specially  the  first  figure,  the  Major 
term  ia  that  which  constitutes  the  Predicate,  the  Minor  that 
which  constitutes  the  Subject,  of  the  Middle.  So  far  as  limited 
to  the  first  figure.  But  since  in  neither  of  the  other  figures  do 
the  extremes  reciprocally  stand  in  any  definite  (?)  relation  to  the 
middle  term ; it  is  manifest  that  this  determination  is  inapplicable 
to  them.  We  must,  therefore,  employ  a rule  common  to  all  the 
three  figures ; to  wit,  that  the  major  term  is  that  predicated,  the 
minor  that  subjected,  in  the  conclusion.  Thus,  the  Major  Proposi- 
tion is  the  one  containing  the  Major  Term ; the  Minor  Propo- 
sition the  one  containing  the  Minor  Term.  Examples : Of  the 
First  Figure, — Man  [is]  animal;  animal,  substance;  therefore, 
man,  substance.  ....  Of  the  Second, — Animal  [is  predi- 
cated] of  all  man ; animal  of  no  stone ; man,  therefore,  of  no 
stone.  ...  Of  the  Third, — Some  stone  is  white;  all  stone 
is  inanimate  ; consequently,  some  white  is  inanimate.”  . . . 

First  Figure. — F.  19  b,  et  seq. ; Aristotle,  1.  c.  § 3.  “ ‘ But  I call 


a Ammoniiu,  or  Philoponoj,  here 
nuuiifeetl;  refen  to  the  dimgiami  re- 
presenting the  three  figures,  snd  ac- 
oommodsted  to  Aristotle’s  three  sets 
of  letters,  noting  the  three  terms  in 
each  of  these ; thus : — 


a 0 y ,1  w f 


Whether  these  diagrams  ascend  higher 


than  Ammonias  does  not  ap]>ear;  for 
they  ate  probably  not  the  constructions 
referred  to  by  Aristotle  ; and  none  are 
given  by  the  Aphrodisian  in  his  origi- 
nal text,  though  liberally  supplied  by 
his  Latin  translator.  The  diagrams 
of  Ammonias  were  long  generally  em- 
ployed. By  Neomagus  1633  (In  Tra- 
pecuntii  DiaUcl.,  f.  35),  they  are  most 
erroueonsly  referred  to  Faber  Stapn- 
leusis.  [See  farther,  Ditcuuiont,  p. 
670. -Ed.] 
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that  the  middle  term  which  itself  is  in  another,  and  another  in 
it ; and  which  in  position  lies  intermediate.’ 

" This  definition  of  the  middle  term  is  not  common  to  the  three 
figures,  but  limited  to  the  middle  of  the  first  figure  only.  For, 

&c But,  if  there  be  a certain  difference  in  species 

between  the  middle  terms  of  the  three  figiures,  they  have  likewise 
something  in  common ; to  wit,  that  the  middle  term  is  found 
twice  in  the  premises,  throughout  the  three  figures;  which  also  in 
position  is  middla  For  Aristotle  wishes  in  the  Diagraph  (ev  clvtq 
Tp  Karaypoicf/^)  to  preserve  the  order  of  intermediacy,  so  that, 
placing  the  three  terms  in  a straight  line,  we  assign  the  middle 
place  to  the  middle  term.”  [?] 

Aristotle,  1.  c.  § 4.  But  [I  call]  the  extremes  both  that  which 
is  in  another,  and  that  in  which  another  is.  For  if  A be  predi- 
cated of  all  B,  and  B of  all  G,  it  is  necessary  that  A should  also 
be  predicated  of  all  C.  We  have  previously  said  what  we  mean 
by  the  expression  [predicated]  of  alL' 

“ It  may  seem  perhaps  that  this  is  a [perfect]  definition  of  the 
extremes  and  of  the  middle  term.  But  it  is  not.  For  it  behoves 
us  to  sub-understand,  in  addition,  the  word  only;  and  thus  the 
definition  will  rightly  run, — But  [I  coll]  the  extremes,  both  that 
which  is  in  another  [minor],  and  that  in  which  another  only  is 
[major].  For  if  A be  predicated  of  all  B,  and  B of  all  C,  it  is 
necessary  that  A be  predicated  of  all  C. 

" This,  the  first  syllogistic  mood,  is  of  two  affirmative  univer- 
sals,  collecting  an  affirmative  conclusion.  For  if  B inhere  in  all 
C,  C is,  consequently,  a part  of  B.  But  B is  a part  of  A ; A,  there- 
fore, also  inheres  in  all  C,  C being  a part  of  B.  The  reasoning 
will  be  plainer  in  material  examples — as  sulistance  [is  predicated] 
of  all  animal;  animal  of  all  man;  and  there  is  inferred  svb- 
stance  of  all  man;  and  conversely,  all  man  [is]  animal;  all 
animal,  substance ; therefore,  all  man,  substance. 

“ But  it  is  manifest  how,  in  this  figure,  the  terms  of  the  first  mood 
[Barbara]  ought  to  be  taken.  The  first  is  the  most  general,  and  the 
second  the  subaltern  genus ; whilst  the  third  is  a species  more  spe- 
cial than  the  middle.  The  conclusion  ought  always  to  be  drawn. 
Thus, if,  proceeding  synthetically,  we  commence  by  the  major  term 
[and  proposition],  substance  begins  ; wherefore  it  also  leads  the 
way  in  the  conclusion.  [There  is  predicated]  substance  of  all 
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animal  (here  substance  commences) ; animal  of  aJtl  man  ; whilst 
the  conclusion  again  commences  with  substance — substance  of  all 
maiu  But  if  we  start  from  the  minor  term  [and  proposition],  as 
from  man,  with  this  also  the  conclusion  will  commence : aU  man 
[is]  animal ; all  animal,  substance;  all  man,  substance. 

“ Aristotle  takes  the  terms  A,  B,  C ; and  from  the  relation  of 
the  letters,  he  manifests  to  us  the  order  of  the  first  figura  The 
major  term  he  calls  A,  because  A stands  first  in  order;  the  minor 
term  C ; and  the  middle  term  B,  as  B,  in  its  order,  follows  A, 
and  precedes  C. 

It  is  plain  that  the  terms  may  possibly  be  coadequate  [and 
therefore  reciprocating] ; as  receptive  of  science — risible — man ; 
for  all  man  is  risible;  all  risible  is  receptive  of  science;  therefore, 
all  man  is  receptive  of  science.” 

F.  23  b,  Aristotle  ch.  5,  § 2.  Second  figure.  “ ‘ The  major 
extreme  is  that  which  lies  nearer  to  the  middle ; the  minor  that 
which  lies  farther  from  the  middla’ 

“ In  place  of  more  akin  and  more  proximate  to  the  middle ; not 
in  position,  but  in  dignity.  For  since,  of  the  terms,  the  middle  is 
twice  predicated,  while  (in  the  conclusion)  the  major  is  once,  but 
the  minor  not  even  once  predicated ; [consequently],  that  which 
is  once  predicated  will  be  the  more  proximate  to  that  which  is 
twice  predicated,  that  is,  to  the  middle,  than  that  which  is  not 
even  once  predicated.  Wherefore,  we  shall  hear  him  [Aristotle], 
in  the  Third  Figure,  calling  the  minor  the  term  more  proximate 
to  the  middle  on  account  of  their  affinity,  for  they  are  both  sub- 
jects, while  he  calls  the  major  term  the  more  remote  Perhaps, 
also,  he  wishes  that  in  the  diagraph  (rp  Karaypatj)^),  the  major 
term  should  be  placed  closer  to  the  middle,  and  the  minor  farther 
off.  But  the  major  extreme  in  this  figure,  the  two  premises  being 
universal,  exists  not  by  nature  but  by  position,  for  the  first  of  the 
extremes  which  you  meet  with  as  a subject  in  the  second  figure, 
this  is  the  minor  extreme,  the  other  is  the  major.  So  in  the 
example — All  man  animal;  no  plant  animal;  therefore,  no 
man  plant.  In  like  manner,  if  we  take  the  commencement  from 
plant,  this  becomes  the  minor  term,  and  man  the  major ; as  no 
plant  animal;  all  man  animal ; no  plant,  therefore,  man.  Con- 
sequently, the  major  and  minor  terms  exist  in  these  examples  by 
position,  not  by  nature.  If,  indeed,  one  or  other  of  the  proposi- 
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tions  be  particular,  the  major  and  the  minor  terms  are  then  deter- 
mined ; for  we  hold  that  in  this  figure  the  universal  is  the  major.” 
Aristotle. — § 3.  “ ‘ The  middle  is  placed  external  to,  [not  be- 
tween], the  extremes,  and  first  in  position.’ 

“ The  middle  term  passes  out  of  what  is  properly  the  middle 
position ; it  is  also  placed  out  of  or  external  to  the  extremes ; but 
either  above  these  or  below.  But  if  it  be  placed  above,  so  as  to 
be  predicated  of  both,  it  is  called  first  in  position ; if  below,  so  as 
to  be  subjected,  it  is  called  second.  Wherefore,  here  as  predicate 
of  both  premises,  he  styles  the  middle  term  the  first ; for  if  it 
be  placed  above,  it  is  first  in  position,  and,  in  being  apart  from 
the  extremes,  it  is  placed  without  them.” 

F.  27  b,  Aristotle,  ch.  6,  § 2.  Third  Figure.  “ ‘ The  major 
extreme  is  that  more  remote  from,  the  minor  is  that  more  proxi- 
mate to,  the  middle.’ 

“ The  major  term  in  this  figure  ia  twice  predicated,  of  the  middle 
and  in  the  conclusion ; but  the  minor  once  only,  and  that  of  the 
middle,  for  it  is  subjected  to  tbe  major  in  the  conclusion ; the 
middle  is  alone  subjected,  never  predicated.  When  he,  therefore, 
says  that  the  major  term  is  more  remote  from  the  middle, he  means 
the  term  always  predicate  is  in  affinity  more  remote  from  that 
which  is  never  predicate,  but  always  subject.  And  that  which  is 
never  subject  is  the  major  and  more  proximate  term ; that  agaiu, 
which  is  now  subject,  now  predicate,  is  the  minor.” 

V. — Maiitunus  Capella." 

Martianus  Capella,  De  Septem  Artibus  Ltberaltbus,  L.  iv.  De 
Dialectica,  in  capite.  Quid  sit  Predicativus  Syllogismus,  p.  127, 
ed.  Grotii ; p.  83,  ed.  Basil  1 532. 

“ Huj  us  generis  tres  form®  [figurse]  sunt. 

‘‘  Prima  est,  in  qua  declarativa  [pnedicatum]  particula  superi- 
oris  sumpti,  sequentis  efficitur  subjectiva  [subjectum] ; aut  sub- 
jectiva  superioris,  declarativa  sequentis.  Declarativa  superioris 
fit  subjectiva  sequentis,  ut  Omnis  voluptas  bonwn  est;  omne 
bonum  utile  est;  omnis  igitur  voluptas  utilis  est.  Subjectiva 
superioris  fit  declarativa  sequentis,  si  hoc  modo  veils  conver- 
tere : Omne  bonum  utile  est ; omnis  voluptas  bonum  est ; omnis 
igitur  voluptas  utilis  est." 

a Floariahed  \.c.  457,  Pamow ; 474,  Tenncnutnn. 
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In  First  Form  or  Figure,  notices  the'four  direct  and  five  indi- 
rect moods, — rejlexim;  and  in  the  Second  and  Third,  the  usual 
number  of  moods.® 

In  Second  Figure — " Hie  reflexione  si  utaris,  alius  modus  non 
efficitur,  quoniam  de  utrisque  subjectivis  fit  illatio.”  He  seems 
to  hold  that  two  direct  conclusions  are  competent  in  Second  and 
Third  Figures. 

In  Second  Figure,  he  enounces  generally  (four  times)  as  thus: — 
“ Omnejuatum  honeatum;  nullum  turpe  honeatum;  nullum  xgitur 
juatum  turpe;  but  sometimes  (once)  thus : — “Nullum  igitur  turpe 
juatum." 

In  Third  Form  or  Figure  generally  (six  times)  thus  as — “Omne 
juatum  honeatum;  omnejuatum  bonum;  quoddam  igitur  honeatum 
bonum;”  but  sometimes  (once)  as, — “Quoddam  igitur  bonum 
honeatum.” 

VI. — IsiDOBUS. 

Isidorus,  Originum,  L.  ii  c.  28.  De  Sgllogiamia  IHalecticia. 
(Opera,  p.  20  (1617) ; in  Gotho/redi  Auctorea,  p.  878.) 

" Formulae  Categoriconim,  id  est,  Prsedicativorum  Syllogis- 
morum  sunt  tres. 

“ Primte  formulae  modi  sunt  novem.  Primus  modus  est  qui  con- 
ducit,  id  est,  qui  colligit  ex  universalibus  dedicativis  dedicativum 
universale  directim:  ut,‘Omnejustum  honestum;  omne  honestum 
bonum;  ergo  omne  justnm  bonum.’”  All  in  first  figure,  with  minor 
first;  in  second  and  third  figures,  varies ; uses  “per  rejlexionem  ” 
and  “rejlexim  ” indifferently ; and  through  all  moods  of  all  figures 
follows  Apuleius.  “ Has  formulas  Categoriconim  Syllogismorum 
qui  plene  nosse  desiderat,  librum  legat  qui  inscribitur  PeriAerme- 
niaa  Apuleii,  et  quae  subtilius  sunt  tractata  cognoscet.” 

VII. — Avebeoes. 

Averroes,  In  Anal.  Prior.,  L.  i 

C.  V.  On  First  Figure. — “ If,  therefore,  the  middle  term  be  so 

a Caniodonu,  in  Pint  Figure,  giret  £38,  556,  Genev.  1650,  and  above,  p. 
both  forma,  “vel  lio;”  in  Second  and  412.  (S.  620).  Cf.  Ap^eina,  DeS^lo- 
Third,  thongb  be  givea  also  “an  vel  git  mo  CaUgorko,  Op.,  p.  35,  Elmen. 
sic,”  they  are  examples,  both  in  con-  (A.O.  160).  laidoms,  of  Seville,  in  Oo- 
vene,  of  Capella’s  general  mode  of  tho/r.  Auct. , p.  878.  (a.o.  600;  died 
ennnoiation.  See  DiaUci.,  Opera,  pp.  6.36.) 

VOL.  II.  2 E 
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ordered  between  the  two  extremes,  that  it  be  predicated  of  the 
minor  and  subjected  to  the  major,  (as,  if  we  say  oZZ  C ts  B and 
B Vi  A) ; it  is  plain  that  this  order  of  syllogism  is  natural  to 
us ; and  it  is  called  by  Aristotle  the  First  Figure."  And  thus 
are  stated  all  the  examples  in  detail 

C.  vi.  Figure  Second. — “And  the  proposition  whose  subject 
is  the  subject  of  the  qutesitum  is  the  minor  proposition,  but  that 
whose  subject  is  the  predicate  of  the  qusesitum  is  the  major. 
Let  U8  then  place  first  in  order  of  enunciation  the  minor  extreme, 
let  the  middle  term  then  follow,  and  the  major  come  last,  to  the 
end  that  thus  the  major  may  be  distinguished  from  the  minor; 
for  in  this  figure  the  terms  are  not  distinguished,  unless  hy  rela- 
tion to  the  quaxitum.”  So  all  the  examples. 

C.  vii.  Third  Figure. — “That  proposition  in  which  lies  the 
subject  of  the  quscsitum  is  called  the  minor  proposition,  since 
the  subject  itself  is  called  the  minor  term;  that  proposition 
which  contains  the  predicate  of  the  quiesitum  is  named  the 
major.  In  the  example,  let  the  minor  term  be  C,  the  middle  B, 
and  the  major  A,  and  their  order  be  that  we  first  enounce  the 
middle,  then  the  minor,  and  last  of  all  the  major."  And  so  the 
examples. 


VIII. — Melanchthon. 

Melanchthon,  Eivtemata  Dialeciices,  L.  iii.  p.  175. 

“Demonstration  why  there  are  necessarily  thru  [and  only  three] 
F^ures. 

“ Every  argumentation  which  admits  the  syllogistic  form,  (for 
of  such  form  Induction  and  Example  are  not  recipient,  [?])  pro- 
ceeds either  [1°],  From  genus  to  species  universally  with  an  uni- 
versal conclusion,  or  [2°],  From  species  to  genus  with  a particular 
conclusion,  or  [3°],  A distraction  of  two  species  takes  place,  or  [4°], 
There  is  a concatenation  of  a plurality  of  causes  and  effects.  Nor 
are  there  more  modes  of  argumentation,  if  we  judge  with  skilL 

“ The  process  from  genus  to  species  engenders  the  First  Figure, 
And  that  the  consequence  is  valid  from  the  genus  with  an  uni- 
versal sign  both  aflSrmatively  and  natively  to  the  species, — 
this  is  naturally  manifest 

“ The  process  from  species  to  genus  with  a particular  conclu- 
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sion  engenders  the  Third  Figure.  And  it  is  evident  that,  the 
species  posited,  the  genus  is  posited. 

“ The  distraction  of  species  engenders  the  Second  Figure.  And 
the  reason  of  the  consequence  is  clear,  because  disparate  species 
are  necessarily  sundered.  These  may  be  judged  of  by  common 
sense,  without  any  lengthened  teaching.  Both  are  manifest, — 
that  the  figures  are  rightly  distributed,  and  that  the  consequences 
are  indubitably  valid.” 


IX.— Aknauld. 

Amauld,  L’Ari  de  Penser,  (Fort  Royal  Logic),  P.  iii.  ch.  1 1,  p. 
235. — “ General  principle  of  syllogisms : — That  one  of  the  pre~ 
mists  should  contain  the  conclusion,  and  the  other  show  that  it 
does  so  contain  it” — [So  Purchot,  Instit.  Phil.,  VoL  I.  P.  iii.  cLl.] 

Ch.  V.  p.  215. — “Foundation  of  First  Figure. 

“Principle  of  affirmative  moods: — That  what  agrees  with  a 
notion  taken  universally,  agrees  cUso  with  all  of  which  this  notion 
is  affirmed ; in  other  words,  with  all  that  is  the  subject  of  this 
notion,  or  is  comprised  within  its  sphere.”  [Or,  more  shortly,  (says 
Purchot,  c.  vi.).  Whatever  is  predicated  of  the  superior  is  predi- 
cated of  the  inferior.) 

“ Principle  of  the  negative  moods : — What  is  denied  of  a notion 
taken  universally,  is  denied  of  all  whereof  this  notion  is  affirmed." 
[Purchot — What  is  repugnant  to  the  superior,  is  repugnant  also 
to  the  inferior,  ch.  vi.  p.  217.] 

“ Foundation  of  the  Second  Figure.  “ 

" Principle  of  the  syllogisms  in  Cesare  and  Festino : — That 
what  is  denied  of  a universal  notion,  is  denied  also  of  whatever 
this  notion  is  affirmed,  that  is  to  say,  of  all  its  subjects. 

" Principle  of  the  syllogisms  of  Camestres,  Baroco : — All  that 
is  contained  under  the  extension  of  a universal  notion,  agrees  with 
none  of  the  subjects  whereof  that  notion  has  been  denied,  seeing  that 
the  attribute  of  a negative  proposition  is  taken  in  its  whole  exten- 
sion.” 

Ch.  vii.  p.  220. — “ Foundation  of  the  Third  Figure. 

“ Principle  of  the  affirmative  moods : — When  two  terms  may 

a Purohot  #ay»  this  Figure  rc»to  np-  not  the  tame,  hut  tomeihing  agreet  Kith 
on  a single  principle — Two  things  are  the  one,  which  it  repugnant  to  the  other. 
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6fl  affirmed  of  the  same  thing,  they  may  also  be  affirmed  of  each 
other,  taken,  particularly.”  [So  Purchot  nearly.] 

“ Principle  of  the  negative  moods : — When  of  two  terms,  the 
one  may  be  denied,  arid  the  other  affirmed,  of  the  same  thing,  they 
may  be  particularly  denied  of  each  other.”  [So  Purchot  nearly.] 

No  foundation  of  principle  given  for  the  Fourth  Figura 

X.— Grosser. 

Samuel  Grosser,  Pharos  InteUectus,  1697,  P.  iiL,  S.  i.,  Mem.  3, 
c.  2,  p.  137.  (Probably  from  Weiss,  see  Pref.) 

“ The  foundation  of  the  first  figure  is  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et 
Nullo ; for  whatever  is  universally  afiBrmed  or  denied  of  a uni- 
versal subject,  that  is  also  affirmed  or  denied  of  all  and  each  con- 
tained under  that  subject. 

“ The  foundation  of  the  second  figure  is  Contrariety ; for  the 
predicates  of  contrary  things  are  contrary. 

" The  foundation  of  the  third  figure  is  the  agreement  of  the 
extremes  in  any  third ; for  what  agree  with  any  third  agree  with 
each  other,  and  may  be  joined  or  separated  in  the  same  propo- 
sition, inasmuch  as  they  are  in  agreement  or  coufliction  in  rela- 
tion to  any  third  thing.” 

Illustrates  the  three  figures  by  three  triangles,  p.  132.  In  the 
first  we  ascend  to  the  apex  on  one  side,  and  descend  on  the 
other ; in  the  second  we  ascend  at  both  sides ; in  the  third  we 
descend  on  both  sides. 


XL— Lambert. 

Lambert,  hfeues  Organon,  VoL  I.,  § 225. — See  Melanchthon, 
(above,  p.  434.) 

Relation  of  Figures.  " We  further  remark  that  the  first  dis- 
coverer of  Syllogisms  and  their  Figures  was,  in  his  arrangement 
of  their  propositions,  determined  by  some  arbitrary  circumstance; 
his  views  and  selections  at  least  were  not  founded  on  aught  natural 
and  necessary  (§  196).  He  places,  to  wit,  that  premise  after  the  other, 
which  contains  among  its  terms  the  sidgect  of  the  conclusion,  pro- 
bably in  order  to  introduce  into  all  the  figures  a common  law.  To 
that  law,  however,  we  do  not  restrict  ourselves  either  in  speech  or  in 
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writing.  The  mathematicians,  who  perhaps  drawthe  greatest  num- 
ber of  formal  syllogisms  with  the  fewest  paralogisms,  commence 
to  take  the  first  figure,  for  example,  not  with  the  major  but  with 
the  minor  proposition,  because  not  only  in  this  figure  is  such  pre- 
mise always  the  more  obtrusive,  but  also  because  its  subject  is  the 
proper  matter  of  discourse.  Frequently  the  major  premise  is  only 
quoted,  or  it  is  absolutely  omitted,  whensoever  it  is  of  itself  obvi- 
ous to  the  reader,  or  is  easily  discoverable  from  the  minor  and 
conclusion.  The  conclusion  inferred  is  then,  in  like  manner,  con- 
stituted into  the  minor  proposition  of  a new  syllogism,  wherewith 
a new  major  is  connected.  This  natural  arrangement  of  the  syl- 
logisms of  the  First  Figure,  rests,  consequently,  altogether  on  the 
principle, — That  we  can  agsert  of  the  Svhject  of  an  affirmative 
proposition,  whatever  we  •may  know  of  its  Predicate  ; or  what  may 
he  said  of  the  attribute  of  a thing  is  valid  of  the  thing  itself.  And 
this  is  what  the  syllogisms  of  the  First  Figure  have  peculiar  to 
themselves.  It  is  also  so  expressed : What  is  true  of  the  Oenus  is 
true  also  of  each  of  its  Species.” 

§ 226.  “ On  the  other  hand,  in  the  Second  and  Third  Figures 
there  is  no  talk  of  species  and  genera.  The  second  Figure  denies 
the  suljects  of  each  other,  because  they  are  diverse  in  their  attri- 
butes; and  every  difference  of  attribute  is  here  effectuaL  We, 
consequently,  use  this  figure  principally  in  the  case  where  two 
thiTigs  ought  not  to  be  intercommuted  or  confounded.  This  be- 
comes necessarily  impossible,  so  soon  as  we  discover  in  the  thing 
A something  which  does  not  exist  in  the  thing  B.  We  may,  con- 
sequently, say  that  syllogisms  of  the  second  figure  lead  i«  to  dis- 
tinguish things,  and  prevent  •us  from  confounding  notions.  And 
it  will  be  also  found,  that,  in  these  cases,  we  always  use  them. 

§ 227.  “ The  Third  Figure  affords  Examples  and  Exceptions  ; 
and,  in  this  Figure,  we  adduce  all  Extmpla  in  contrarium.  The 
two  formuke  are  as  follows : — 

“ 1.  There  are  B which  are  C ; for  M is  B and  C. 

“ 2.  There  are  B which  are  not  C ; for  M is  B and  not  C. 

“ In  this  manner  we  draw  syllogisms  of  the  Third  Figure,  for 
the  most  p>art,  in  the  form  of  copulative  propositions  (§  135) ; 
because  we  are  not  wont  twice  to  repeat  the  subject,  or  to  make 
thereof  two  propositions.  Sometimes  one  proposition  is  wholly 
omitted,  when,  to  wit,  it  is  self-manifest. 
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“ In  the  Fourth  Figure,  as  in  the  First,  species  and  genera  ap- 
pear, only  with  this  difference,  that  in  the  moods,  Baralip,  Dibatia, 
Fesapo,  Fresiaon,  the  inference  is  from  the  species  to  the  genus ; 
whereas  in  Calentes  there  is  denied  of  the  species  what  was  denied 
of  the  genus.  For  where  the  genus  is  not,  neither  are  there  any 
of  its  species.  This  last  mood  we,  therefore,  use  when  we  con- 
clude negatively  a minori  ad  majus,  seeing  that  the  genus  pre- 
cedes, and  is  more  frequently  presented  than,  any  of  its  species." 

§ 229.  "The  syllogismsof  the  four  Figures  are  thus  distinguished 
in  relation  to  their  employment,  in  the  following  respects  : — 

“ 1.  The  First  Figure  ascribes  to  the  thing  what  we  know  of 
its  attribute.  It  concludes  from  the  Genus  to  the  Species. 

" 2.  The  Second  Figure  leads  to  the  discrimination  of  things, 
and  relieves  perplexity  in  our  notions. 

“ 3.  The  Third  Figure  affords  Examples  and  Exceptions  in 
propositions  which  appear  general. 

“ 4.  The  Fourth  Figure  finds  Species  in  a Genus  in  Baralip  and 
Bibalis  ; it  shows  that  the  species  does  not  exhaust  the  genus  in 
Feaapo,  Fresison  ; and  it  denies  the  species  of  what  was  denied 
of  the  genus  in  Calentes.” 

§ 230.  "This  determination  of  the  difference  of  the  four  Figures 
is,  absolutely  speaking,  only  manifested  when  we  employ  them 
after  a natural  fashion,  and  without  any  thought  of  a selection. 
For,  as  the  syllogisms  of  every  figure  admit  of  being  transmuted 
into  those  of  the  first,  and  partly  also  into  those  of  any  other,  if 
we  rightly  convert,  or  interchange,  or  turn  into  propositions  of 
equal  value,  their  premises  ; consequently,  in  tliis  point  of  view, 
no  difference  subsists  between  them.  But  whether  we  in  every 
case  should  perform  such  commutations  in  order  to  bring  a syllo- 
gism under  a favourite  figure,  or  to  assure  ourselves  of  its  correct- 
ness,— this  is  a wholly  different  question.  The  latter  is  manifestly 
futile.  For,  in  the  commutation,  we  must  always  undertake  a 
conversion  of  the  premises,  and  a converted  proposition  is  assur- 
edly not  always  of  equal  evidence  with  that  which  we  had  to 
convert,  while,  at  the  same  time,  we  are  not  so  well  accustomed 
to  it.  For  example,  the  proposition,  Some  stones  attract  iron, 
every  one  will  admit,  because  The  magnet  is  a storu,  and  attracts 
iron.  This  syllogism  is  in  the  Third  Figure.  In  the  First,  by 
conversion  of  one  of  its  premises,  it  would  nm  thus : — 
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Major, — AU  ma^neU  attract  iron  ; 

Minor, — Some  stonee  are  magnet*  ; 

Conclusion, — Some  stone*  attract  iron. 

Here  we  are  unaccustomed  to  the  minor  proposition,  while  it  ap- 
pears as  if  we  must  pass  all  atones  under  review,  in  order  to  pick 
out  magnets  from  among  them.  On  the  other  hand,  that  the 
magnet  is  a stone,  is  a proposition  which  far  more  naturally  sug- 
gests itself,  and  demands  no  consideration.  In  like  manner ; — A 
circle  is  no  square  ; for  the  circle  is  round, — the  square  not.  This 
proof  [in  the  Third  Figure]  is  as  follows,  when  cast  in  the  First: — 

WluU  i*  not  round  i*  no  circle  ; 

A square  i*  not  round; 

Consequently,  &c. 

Here  the  major  proposition  is  converted  hy  means  of  a terminus 
infiniius,  and  its  truth  is  manifested  to  us  only  through  the  con- 
sciousness that  aU  circles  are  round.  For,  independently  of  this 
proposition,  should  we  not  hesitate, — there  being  innumerable 
things  which  are  not  round, — whether  the  circle  were  one  of 
those  which  belonged  to  this  category  ? We  think  not ; because 
we  are  aware.” 

§ 231.  “ It  is  thus  apparent  that  we  use  every  syllogistic,  figure 
there,  where  the  propositions,  as  each  figure  requires  them,  are 
more  familiar  and  more  current.  The  difference  of  the  figures 
rests,  therefore,  not  only  on  their  form,  but  extends  itself,  by  rela- 
tion to  their  employment,  also  to  things  themselves,  so  that  we  use 
each  figure  where  its  use  is  more  natural : The  First  for  finding 
out  or  proving  the  Attributes  of  a thing  ; the  Second  for  finding 
out  or  proving  the  Difference  of  things ; the  Third  for  finding 
out  and  proving  Examples  and  Exceptions ; the  Fourth  for  find- 
ing out  and  excluding  the  Species  of  a Genus.” 

§ 232.  “ Further,  whether  the  three  last  Figures  are  less  evident 
than  the  first,  is  a question  which  has  been  denied  [affirmed  (?)]  on 
this  account,  that  the  First  Figure  only  rests  immediately  on  the 
Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo  [§  220],  whilst  the  others  have  hitherto, 
by  a circuit,  been  educed  therefrom.  We  have  already  remarked 
[§  221],  that  this  circuit,  through  our  mode  of  notation,  is  wholly 
superseded.  We  need,  therefore,  only  translate  its  principle  into 
the  vernacular,  and  we  shall  find  that  the  Dictum  de  Omni  elNuUo 
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is  on  that  account  applicable  to  the  First  Figure,  because  its  truth 
is  based  on  the  nature  of  the  propositions.  From  this  principle, 
therefore,  the  First  Figure  and  its  moods  admit  of  an  immediate 
deduction;  it  is  thus  only  a question  whether  the  other  figures  are 
incapable  [capable  (?)]  of  such  immediate  deduction,  or  whether 
it  is  necessary  previously  to  derive  them  through  the  first  figure  ? 
Our  mode  of  notation  shows  that  the  latter  is  an  [unnecessary]  cir- 
cuit, because  every  variety  of  syllogism  admits  for  itself  a various 
notation,and  because,in  that  case,  the  premises  are  taken  for  what 
they  actually  are.  Consequently,  every  figure,like  the  first, has  its 
own  probation, — a probation  drawn  exclusively  from  the  natures  of 
the  propositions.  The  whole  matter  is  reduced  to  this, — WheOur 
a notion  wholly  or  in  part  it,  or  wholly  or  in  part  is  not,  under 
a second;  and  whether,  again,  this  second  wholly  or  in  part  is,  or 
wholly  or  in  part  is  not,  under  a third.  All  else  proceeds  only  on 
the  interchange  of  equivalent  modes  of  expression, — the  figured, 
namely,  and  those  which  are  not  figured.  And  this  interchange 
we  may  style  translating,  since  the  figured  modes  of  expression 
may  be  regarded  as  a special  language,  serving  the  purpose  of  a 
notation.  We  have  above  (§  220),  after  all  the  syllogistic  modes 
were  discovered  and  denoted,  adduced  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et 
Nullo,  but  only  historically,  since  our  manner  of  determining  the 
syllogistic  moods  is  immediately  founded  on  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
positions, from  which  this  Dictum  is  only  a consequence.  More- 
over, this  consequence  is  special,  resting  as  it  does  on  the  notions 
of  Species  and  Oenera.  Wherefore,  its  validity  only  extends  so 
far  as  propositions  can  be  recalled  to  these  notions ; as,  for  ex- 
ample, in  the  First  Figure.  In  the  Second,  the  notion  of  Differ- 
ence emerges ; and  in  the  Third,  the  notion  of  Example,  If  we, 
therefore,  would  have  special  dicta  for  the  several  Figures,  in  that 
case  it  would  follow,  and,  at  the  same  time,  become  manifest  that 
the  middle  tenn  of  a syllogism,  considered  for  itself,  expresses, 
in  the  First  Figure,  a prijicipU  \of  Ascription  or  Procreaiion\  ; 
in  the  Second,  Difference  ; in  the  Third,  an  Example  ; and  in 
the  Fourth,  the  principle  of  Reciprocity. 

" 1.  For  the  First  Figure.  Dictum  de  Omni  et  NuUo.  'WTiat  is 
true  of  all  A,  is  true  of  every  A. 

" 2.  For  the  Second  Figure.  Dictum  de  Diverse.  Things  which 
are  different,  are  not  attributes  of  each  other. 
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“ 3.  For  the  Third  Figure.  Dictum  de  Excmplo.  When  we  find 
things  A which  are  B,  in  that  case  some  A are  B. 

“4.  For  the  Fourth  Figure.  Dictum  dcReeiproco.  I.  IfnoM 
is  B;  then  no  B is  this  or  that  M.  II.  If  C is  [or  is  not]  this  or 
that  B ; in  that  case  some  B are  [or  are  not]  C.” 

XII. — Plainer. 

Platner,  PhUocophische  Aphorisrnen,  3d  ed.,  1793. — Part  I.,  § 
644,  conformed  to  his  Lehrhich  der  Logik  und  Metaphysik,  1795, 
§ 227.  “ The  reason  why  the  predicate  belongs  to  the  subject  is  in 
all  possible  syllogisms  this, — because  the  subject  stands  in  a rela- 
tion of  subordination  with,  [is  either  higher  or  lower  than],  a third 
notion  to  which  the  predicate  belongs.  Consequently,  all  inference 
proceeds  on  the  following  rule: — If  the  subject  of  the  [concluding] 
judgment  stand  in  a relation  of  subordination  with  a third  notion, 
to  which  a certain  predicate  pertains;  in  that  case,  this  predicate 
also  pertains  to  the  same  judgment,  affirmatively  or  negatively.” 

In  his  note  on  this  Aphorism,  Platner  {Lehrhuch)  admits — 
" My  fundamental  rule  is  only  at  fault  in  the  second  Aristotelic 
figure,  which,  however,  is  no  genuine  figure ; because  here,  in 
the  premises,  the  subject  and  predicate  have  changed  places,” 
&c.  In  the  2d  edition  of  his  Aphorisms  (1784)  he  had  adopted 
the  principle  of  identity  with  the  same  third,  as  he  has  it ; “ In 
what  extension  or  proportion  {Maasse)  two  notions  are  like  or  un- 
like to  a third,  in  the  same  extension  or  proportion  are  they  like  or 
unlike  each  other.”  (§  628.) 

Fhilosophische  Aphorismen,  Part  I.,  third  edition,  (1793,)  § 
668,  compared  with  second,  (1784,)  § 672-676. — " Nevertheless, 
each  of  these  grammatical  figures  of  syllogism  has  its  peculiar 
adaptation  in  language  for  the  dialectical  application  of  proof ; 
and  the  assertion  is  without  foundation,  that  the  first  is  the  most 
natural  Its  use  is  only  more  appropriate,  when  we  intend  to  show, 
— that  a predicate  pertains  [or  does  not  pertain\  to  a sulject  in 
virtue  of  its  class.  More  naturally  than  in  the  first,  do  we  show, 
in  the  second,  the  difference  of  things  apparently  similar;  and  in 
the  third,  the  similarity  of  apparently  different  things.  The 
fourth  figure,  [it  is  said  in  the  second  edition],  on  account  of  the 
position  of  its  terms,  is  always  unnatural  in  langiiage.” 
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Philosophische  Aphoristnen,  Part  L,  last  edition,  1793,  § 561. 
— " The  principle  of  the  first  figure  is  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et 
Nullo.’’ 

§ 564. — “Touching  the  other  figure,  [the  third,  for  in  this 
edition  Platner  abolishes,  in  a logical  relation,  the  second],  its 
special  principle  is  the  following  rule : — WJiat  belongs  to  the  sub- 
ordinate, that,  since  the  subordinate  is  a part  of  the  universal, 
belongs  also  in  part  ( particularly)  to  the  universal." 

In  the  second  edition,  1784,  the  second  figure  is  recognised, 
and,  with  the  third,  obtains  its  special  law. 

§ 659. — “ The  principle  of  the  second  figure  is : — If  two  no- 
tions, wholly  or  in  part,  are  opposite  to  a third,  so  are  they  also, 
wholly  or  in  part,  opposite  to  each  other." 

§ 664. — " The  principle  of  the  third  figure  is ; — What  can  be 
particularly  affirmed  or  denied  of  a subaltern  species,  that  also, 
in  so  far  as  such  subaltern  species  is  part  of  a genus,  may  be  par- 
ticularly affirmed  or  denied  of  the  genus." 

Philosophische  Aphorismen.  Part  I.,  § 546.  Note. — “ In 
general,  logicians  treat  the  subject  as  if  it  were  necessarily  subordi- 
nated to  the  predicate.  It  may,  however,  on  the  contrary,  be  the 
higher  notion,  and  the  predicate  thus  be  subordinated  to  it.  This 
is  the  case  in  all  particular  propositions  where  the  predicate  is 
not  an  attribute  of  the  genus,  but  an  accident  of  the  subject. 
For  instance, — Some  creaiures  are  animals ; here  the  subject  is 
the  higher : So'tne  men  are  imperfect  here  the  higher  is  the  pre- 
dicate. We  must  not,  therefore,  in  our  syllogistic,  thus  enounce 
the  fundamental  rule  of  reasonings, — If  the  sidgect  be  subordinated 
to  a third  notion,  but  with  or  in  the  relation  of  subordination 
with  a third  notion." 

XIII.— Fries. 

Fries,  System  der  Logik,  § 56. — “ The  species  of  categorical 
syllogisms  are  determined  by  the  variety  of  relations  in  which 
three  notions  may  stand  to  each  other,  so  that  a syllogism  may 
be  the  result 

“ These  relations  may  be  thought  as  three. 

“ Case  I. — Three  notions  are  reciprocally  subordinated  in  gra- 
dation, so  that  the  second  is  subordinated  to  the  first,  but  super- 
ordinated  to  the  third. 
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“ Case  II. — Two  notions  are  subordinated  to  a third. 

“ Case  III. — Two  notions  are  superordinated  to  a third.® 

“ When,  in  these  cases,  is  a syllogism  possible  ? 

§ 57. — “ In  all  the  three  cases,  the  syllogisms  are  equally  valid, 
for  they  are  founded  on  the  general  laws  of  the  connection  of 
notions. 

“ They  all  follow,  to  wit,  from  the  relation  of  a whole  sphere  to 
its  parts,  which  lies  in  the  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo.  The  prin- 
ciples for  the  three  mentioned  cases  are  thus : — 

“ For  the  first, — The  fart  (C)  of  the  part  (B)  lies  in  the  whole 

(A) ,  and  what  (A)  lies  <nU  of  the  whole  (B),  lies  also  out  of  the 
part  (C). 

“ For  the  second, — What  (A  or  some  A)  lies  out  of  the  whole 

(B) ,  lies  also  out  of  its  parts  (C). 

“ For  the  third, — If  a part  (B)  lie  in  two  wholes  (A  and  C),  in 
that  case  these  have  a part  in  common  ; and  if  a part  (B)  lie  m a 
whole  (C),  but  out  of  another  whole  (A),  in  that  case  the  first  (C) 
has  a part  out  of  the  other  (A). 

“ The  first  case  alone  coincides  immediately  with  the  perfect  de- 
claration of  a syllogism, — that  a case  is  therein  determined  by  a 
rule.  For  the  third  case,  therefore,  our  two  declarations  of  a 
major  premise — that  it  is  the  rule,  and  that  it  contains  the  major 
term, — do  not  coincide,  seeing  that  here  the  minor  term  may  be 
forthcoming  in  the  rule.  On  this  account,  the  arrangement  of  the 
first  case  is  said  to  be  the  only  regular,  and  the  others  are  reduced 
to  it.  That  this  reduction  is  easily  possible,  we  may  in  general 
convince  ourselves,  by  reflecting  that  every  syllogism  requires  a 
general  rule  as  premise,  and  that  the  other  cases  are  only  distin- 
guished from  the  first  by  the  converted  arrangement  of  the  propo- 
sitions. But  as  all  propositions  may  be  either  purely  converted  or 
purely  counterposed,  consequently  the  two  last  cases  can  at  most 
so  far  deviate  from  the  first,  that  they  are  connected  with  the 
first  case  only  through  reversed  (gegentheilige)  notions, 

§ 57  b.  “The  doctrine  of  the  several  species  of  categorical  syllo- 
gisms, as  regulated  by  the  forms  of  their  judgments,  is  at  bottom 
an  empty  subtlety ; for  the  result  of  all  this  circuity  is  only,  that,  in 
every  categorical  syllogism,  a case  is  determined  by  a rule,  and  this 

a [See  Jordeno  Bnuio  (in  Denzinger,  § 237,  p.  163.] 

Logik,  t.  ii.  p.  269).  Stottler,  Logica, 
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is  already  given  in  the  law,  that  in  eveiy  reasoning  one  premise 
must  be  universaL  The  scholastic  logic  treats  of  this  doctrine 
only  in  so  far  as  the  species  of  syllogism  are  determined  by  the 
forms  of  judgment,  and  thereby  only  involves  itself  in  long  gram- 
matical discussions.  Aristotle  has  been  falsely  reproached  for 
overlooking  the  fourth  Sgure,  he  only  having  admitted  three.  For 
Aristotle  proceeds,  precisely  as  I have  here  done;  only  on  the  rela- 
tion of  notions  in  a syllogism,  of  which  there  are  possible  only  our 
three  casea  His  error  lies  in  this, — that  he  did  not  lay  a general 
rule  at  the  root  of  every  figure,  but,  with  a prolixity  wholly  useless, 
in  determining  the  moods  of  the  several  figures,  details  each, 
even  of  the  illegitimate,  and  demonstrates  its  illegitimacy.  This 
prolixity  has  been  too  often  imitated  by  other  logicians,  in  the 
attempts  at  an  evolution  of  the  moods.  Kant  goes  too  far,  in  de- 
nouncing this  whole  doctrine  as  a mere  grammatical  subtlety.  The 
distinction  of  the  three  cases  is,  however,  a logical  distinction;  and 
his  assertion,  that  the  force  of  inference  in  the  other  two  is  wholly 
derived  from  that  of  the  first  case,  is  likewise  not  correct  I mani- 
festly, however,  conclude  as  easily  in  the  third  case, — ‘ A part 
which  lies  in  two  wholes,  is  a part  common  to  both,’ — as  in  the 
first, — ‘ The  part  of  the  part  lies  in  the  whola’  The  third  case 
presents,  indeed,  the  readiest  arrangement  for  reasonings  from  the 
particular  to  the  general,  i.e.,  for  syllogisms  in  the  second  figure 
according  to  our  terminology. 

“ The  scholastic  doctrine  of  the  four  syllogistic  figures  and  nine- 
teen moods  of  categorical  syllogisms  requires  no  lengthened  illus- 
tration. If  the  figures  are  determined  by  the  arrangement  of 
notions  in  the  premises,  then  the  following  combination  is  exhaus- 
tive. For  the  conclusion  in  all  cases  S P [being  supposed  the 

same],  the  [terms  or]  notions  stand : 

1)  According  to  our  first  case,  M P 

S M 

2)  With  converted  major  premise,  P M 

S M 

3)  With  converted  minor  premise,  M P 

M S 

4)  Both  premises  converted,  P M 

M S 

“ Should  we  therefore  simply  convert  both  premises  in  a syllo- 
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gism  of  the  first  figure,  we  are  able  to  express  it  in  all  the  figures. 
Let  the  notions  given  be  fireproof,  lead,  vutal,  there  then  follows 
the  conclusion — Sotm  Tnetalis  notfireproof — from  the  premises : — ■ 

In  the  First  Figure  — No  lead  is  fireproof; 

Some  meted  it  lead; 

In  the  Second  Figure  — Nothing  fireproof  it  lead; 

Some  metal  it  lead  ; 

In  the  Third  Figure  — No  lead  it  fireproof ; 

All  lead  it  metal; 

In  the  Fourth  Figure  — Nothing  fireproof  it  lead  ; 

All  lead  it  metal. 

“ It  is  here  apparent  that  the  three  first  figures  are  our  three 
cases ; but  the  fourth  we  did  not  employ,  as  it  contains  no  pecu- 
liar relations  or  notions,  but  only  under  our  first  case  superor- 
dinates, and  then  subordinates  a middle  term.  This  manner  of 
enunciating  a syllogism  is  thus  only  possible,  where  we  are  com- 
petent, tlirough  conversions,  to  transmute  the  arrangement  of  the 
first  figure  into  that  of  the  fourth.  Now  this  happens : 1]  If  we 

convert  the  conclusion  S P into  P S,  since  then  the  major 

and  the  minor  terms,  as  also  the  major  and  minor  premises,  change 
names ; or,  2]  If  both  premises  allow  of  an  inunediate  conversion, 
so  that  the  one  remains  universal ; for  then  the  converted  propo- 
sitions contain  the  same  thoughts  as  those  given,  and,  conse- 
quently, establish  the  same  conclusion.” 

[Objections  to  Fries’  doctrine  of  figure — 1°,  Only  applies  to  affir- 
matives ; 2°,  Only  the  arrangement  of  the  results  of  a successful 
comparison,  and  takes  no  heed  of  the  comparisons  that  may  have 
been  fruitless,  (the  illegitimate  moods) ; 3°,  Takes  account  of  only 
one  subordination,  for,  in  second  and  third  cases,  in  each  there  is 
a reciprocal  subordination  in  Extension  and  Comprehension.] 


XIV.  AND  XV.— Kbuq  and  Benkke— theik  Doctrines  of 
Syllogism  criticised. 

The  authority  of  the  two  following  philosophers,  who  conclude 
this  series,  is  rather  negative  than  positive ; inasmuch  as  they 
both  concur  in  proving,  that  the  last  attempts  at  a reformation 
of  the  Syllogistic  Theory  proceed  on  a wholly  different  ground 
from  that  on  which,  I think,  this  alone  can  be  accomplished. 
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These  two  philosophers  are  Krug  and  Beneke ; for,  beside  them, 
I am  aware  of  no  others  by  whom  this  has  been  attempted. 

Krug  was  a disciple  of  the  Kantian  school,  Kant’s  immediate 
successor  in  his  Chair  of  Logic  and  Metaphysics  at  Koenigsberg, 
and,  subsequently.  Professor  of  Philosophy  in  the  University  of 
Leipsic.  He  is  distinguished,  not  only  as  a voluminous  writer, 
but  as  a perspicuous  and  acute  thinker  ; and  his  peculiar  modi- 
fication of  the  Kantian  system,  through  a virtual  return  to  the 
principle  of  Common  Sense,  is  known,  among  the  German  theories, 
by  the  name  of  Synthetiam.  His  Logic,  (the  first  part  of  his  Sys- 
tem of  Theoretical  Philosophy),  was  published  in  1806,  and  is  one 
of  the  best,  among  the  many  excellent,  treatises  on  that  science, 
which  we  owe  to  the  learning  and  ability  of  the  Germans.  (I  have 
before  me  the  fourth  edition,  that  of  1833.)  Krug  propounded  a 
new  theory  of  syllogistic;  but  the  novelty  of  his  scheme  is  wholly 
external,  and  adds  only  fresh  complication  to  the  old  confusion. 
It  has,  accordingly,  found  no  favour  among  subsequent  logicians. 

Passing  over  the  perverse  ingenuity  of  the  principles  on  which 
the  whole  doctrine  is  founded,  it  is  enough  to  state,  that  Krug 
distributes  the  syllogistic  moods  into  eight  cla.sses.  Of  these  the 
first,  (which,  with  some  other  logicians,  he  considers  not  as  a figure 
at  all,  but  as  the  pure,  regular,  and  ordinary  form  of  reasoning), 
corresponds  to  the  First  Figure  of  the  Aristotelico-Scholastic  dis- 
tribution. The  other  seven  classes,  as  so  many  impure,  irregular, 
and  extraordinary  forms,  constitute,  (on  the  analogy  of  Rhetoric 
and  Grammar),  so  many  figures.  Of  these,  the  new  is  only  the 
old  First  Figure,  the  minor  premise,  in  extension,  being  stated 
before  the  major.  Krug,  like  our  other  modem  logicians,  is  not 
aware  that  this  was  the  order  in  which  the  syllogism  was  regularly 
cast,  in  common  language,  by  the  Greeks,  by  the  Arabians,  by  the 
Jews,  and  by  the  Latins  prior  to  Boethius.®  The  old  and  new  first 
figures  are  only  a single  figure,  the  syllogism  being  drawn  in  the 
counter  orders  of  breadth  and  of  depth.  A mood  in  these  orders, 
though  externally  varying,  is  intrinsically, — is  schematically, — 
the  same.  Krag’s  distinction  of  his  new  first  figure  is,  therefore, 
null.  Thus,  Barama  is  Barbara ; Caleme  is  Celarent ; Dirami  is 
Darii ; Firemo  is  Ferio.  Nor  is  his  discrimination  of  the  other 
six  better  founded.  His  new(theold)/Sicomi,  and  hisiTi/i!A  Figures, 
a See  above,  p.  412.— Ed. 
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are  also  ona  The  latter  is  precisely  the  same  with  the  former ; 
Fimtao  is  Festino,  and  Fomaco  is  Baroco.  In  one  case,  (nnder 
Camestres),  Krug  adopts,  as  alone  right,  the  conclusion  rejected 
by  the  logicians.  In  this,  he  and  they  are,  in  fact,  both  wrong ; 
though  in  opposite  ways.  Each  mood,  in  the  second  (as  in  the 
third)  figure,  has  two  indifferent  conclusions;  and  the  special 
one-sided  practice  of  the  former  is  only  useful,  as  gainsajring  the 
general  one-sided  precept  of  the  latter.  The  same  objection  ap- 
plies to  Krug’s  new  (the  old)  Third  in  connection  with  his  Sixth 
Figure.  They  are  one ; Daroco  is  Bocardo,  Fapimo  is  Felapton, 
and  Fisemo  is  Ferisan.  In  two  cases,  (under  Disamia  and  Bo- 
cardo), Krug  has  recognised  the  repudiated  conclusion.  Krug 
(§  109)  has,  however,  committed  an  error  in  regard  to  Bocardo. 
He  gives,  as  its  example,  the  following  syllogism,  in  which,  for 
brevity,  I have  filled  up  the  quantifications : 

“ Some  animals  are  not  [any]  viviparous  ; 

All  animals  are  [some]  organised  things  ; 

Therefore,  some  organised  things  are  not  [any]  viviparons.” 

In  a note,  he  adds : “ The  conclusion  should  here  be : — ‘ There- 
fore, some  things  which  are  not  viviparous  are  [some]  organised.’ 
And  this  is  seen  also  by  reduction.  We  have,  however,  followed 
the  arbitrary  precept  of  the  logicians,  that  the  extreme  in  the 
second  proposition  should  stand  subject  in  the  conclusion; 
although  it  be  here  indifferent,  which  extreme  becomes  the  sub- 
ject. ’The  conclusion  is  only  changed  into  another  quality.” 
Only  changed  into  another  quality ! Only  an  affirmative  con- 
clusion from  a negative  premise ! The  legitimate  inference  is: — 

‘ Therefore,  no  viviparous  is  some  organic  ; ’ or, 

‘ Therefore,  any  viviparous  is  not  some  organic.' 

Bachmann,  (Logik,  § 135),  another  eminent  logician,  has  erred 
with  Krug.  A particular  predicate  in  a negative  proposition, 
seems  indeed  one  of  the  last  difficulties  for  reformed  logic. 
Krug’s  new  (the  old)  Fourth  Figure  bears  a corresponding  rela- 
tion to  his  Seventh.  He  is  right,  certainly,  in  abolishing  all  the 
moods  of  the  fourth  figure,  except  Fesapo  and  Fresiso;  and,  from 
his  point  of  view,  he  is  hardly  to  be  blamed  for  not  abolishing 
these  likewise,  along  with  the  correlative  moods,  Fapesmo  and 
Friseamo,  and  with  them,  his  seventh  figure.  Finally,  rejecting 
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the  scholastic  doctrine  of  Reduction,  he  adopts,  not  without 
sundry  perverse  additions,  Kant’s  plan  of  accomplishing  the 
same  end;  so  that  Krug’s  conversive  and  contrapositive  and 
transpositive  interpolations,  by  which  he  brings  back  to  pro- 
priety his  sevenfold  figured  aberrations,  are  merely  the  substi- 
tution of  one  “ false  subtlety  ” for  another.  He,  and  Bachmann 
after  him,  renounce,  however,  “ the  crotchet  of  the  Aristotelians,” 
in  making  the  extreme  of  the  prior  premise  the  predicate,  always, 
of  the  conclusion,  in  the  first  and  second  figures ; and,  though 
both  do  this  partially  and  from  an  erroneous  point  of  view,  their 
enunciation,  such  as  it  is,  is  still  something. 

Professor  Benekc,  of  Berlin,  is  the  last  to  whom  I can  refer, 
and  in  him  we  have,  on  the  point  in  question,  the  final  result  of 
modern  speculation.  This  acute  and  very  original  metaphysician 
stands  the  uncompromising  champion  of  the  philosophy  of  experi- 
ence, against  the  counter  doctrine  of  transcendentalism,  in  all  its 
forms,  now  prevalent  in  Germany;  and,  among  the  other  depart- 
ments of  mental  science,  he  has  cultivated  the  theory  of  reasoning, 
with  great  ability  and  success.  In  1832  appeared  his  Lehrhich 
der  Logik,  &c. ; in  1839,  his  Syliogismorum  Analyticorum  Ori- 
gines  et  Ordo  Naturalis,  &c. ; and  in  1842,  his  System  der  Logik, 
&c.,  in  two  volumes.  In  Logic,  Beneke  has  devoted  an  especial 
share  of  attention  to  the  theory  and  distribution  of  Syllogism ; 
hut  it  is  precisely  on  this  point,  though  always  admiring  the 
ingenuity  of  his  reasonings,  that  I am  compelled  overtly  to  dis- 
sent from  his  conclusions. 

The  Syllogistic  of  Beneke  is  at  once  opposed,  and  correspondent, 
to  that  of  Krug;  there  is  an  external  difference,  but,  without  imi- 
tation, an  internal  similarity.  Instead  of  erroneously  multiplying 
the  syllogistic  figures,  like  the  Leipsic  philosopher, the  philosopher 
of  Berlin  ostensibly  supersedes  them  altogether.  Yet,  when  con- 
sidered in  essence  and  result,  both  theories  agree,  in  being,  and 
from  the  same  side,  severally,  the  one  an  amplification,  the  other 
an  express  doubling,  of  the  nineteen  scholastic  moods.  In  this, 
both  logicians  were  unaware,  that  the  same  had  been,  long  ago, 
virtually  accomplished  in  the  progress  of  the  science ; neither 
considered,  that  the  amplification  ho  proposed  was  superficial,  not 
to  say  mistaken ; and  that,  instead  of  simplicity,  it  only  tended  to 
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introduce  an  additional  perplexity  into  the  study.  Beneke  has  the 
merit  of  more  openly  relieving  the  opposition  of  Breadth  and 
Depth  in  the  construction  of  the  syllogism  ; and  Krug,  though  on 
erroneous  grounds,  that  of  partially  renouncing  the  old  error  of 
the  logicians  in  regard  to  the  one  syllogistic  conclusion  in  the 
second  and  third  figures.  But,  in  his  doctrine  of  moods,  Beneke 
has,  I think,  gone  wrong  in  two  opposite  ways  : like  Krug,  in  his 
arbitrary  multiplication  of  these  forms ; like  logicians  in  general, 
in  their  arbitrary  limitation. 

In  regard  to  the  former:  The  counter  quantities  of  breadth  and 
depth  do  not  discriminate  two  moods,  but  merely  two  ways  of 
stating  the  same  mood.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  multiply  the 
moods  of  the  first  figure,  to  which  alone  the  principle  applies,  by 
casting  them  in  the  one  dependency  and  in  the  other ; we  only 
show,  that  in  that  figure  every  single  mood  may  be  enounced  in  a 
- twofold  order,  more  german,  the  one  to  the  quantity  of  extension, 
the  other  to  the  quantity  of  intension.  An  adequate  notation  ought 
equally  and  at  once,  to  indicate  both. — But  in  reference  to  the 
second  and  third  figures,  the  case  is  worse.  For  in  them  we  have 
no  such  dependency  at  all  between  the  extremes ; and  to  double 
their  moods,  on  this  principle,  we  must  take,  divide,  and  arbitrarily 
appropriate  one  of  the  two  indifierent  conclusions.  But,  as  every 
single  mood  of  these  figures  has  a double  conclusion,  this  division 
cannot  be  made  to  difference  their  plurality.  If  Professor  Beneke 
would  look  (instar  omnium)  into  Apuleius  or  Isidorus,  or,  better 
than  either,  intoBlemmidas,  he  would  find  all  his  new  moods,  (not, 
of  course,  those  in  the  fourth  figure)  stated  by  these,  as  by  other 
ancient  logicians ; who,  however,  dreamed  not  that  the  mere  acci- 
dental difference  of  what  they  called  an  analytic  and  synthetic 
enouncement,  determined  any  midtiplication  of  the  moods  them- 
selves. 

In  the  latter  respect:  Dr  Beneke  has  only  followed  his  predeces- 
sors ; I therefore  make  no  comment  on  the  imperfectioa — But,  in 
accomplishing  what  he  specially  proposes,  whilst  we  do  not  find 
any  advancement  of  the  science,  we  find  the  old  confusion  and 
intricacy  replaced  by  another,  perhaps  worse.  To  say  nothing  of 
his  non-abolition  of  the  fourth  figure,  and  of  his  positive  failure 
in  doubling  its  moods ; the  whole  process  is  carried  on  by  a series 
of  arbitrary  technical  operations,  to  supersede  which  must  be  the 
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aim  of  any  one  who  would  reconcile  Logic  with  nature.  His  new 
(but  which  in  reality  are  old)  amplifications  are  brought  to  bear 
(I  translate  his  title.s)  through  “ Commutations  of  the  Premises, — 
hySubaltemation, — byconversion, — by  Contraposition and  “of 
the  Major, — of  the  Minor,” — in  fact  of  both  premises,  {e.g.  Fesapo 
2,  &C.)  And  so  difficult  arc  these  processes,  if  not  so  uncertain  the 
author’s  language,  that,  after  considerable  study,  I am  still  in  doubt 
of  his  meaning  on  more  points  than  one.  I am  unable,  for  example, 
to  reconcile  the  following  statements: — Dr  Beneke  repeatedly 
denies,  in  conformity  with  the  common  doctrine,  the  universal 
quantification  of  the  predicate  in  affirmative  propositions  ; and 
yet  founds  four  moods  upon  this  very  quantification,  in  the  conver- 
sion of  a u niversal  affirmative.  This  is  one  insolubility. — But  there 
arises  another  from  these  moods  themselves  (§  28-31).  For,  if  we 
employ  this  quantification,  we  have  moods  certainly,  but  not  of 
the  same  figure  with  their  nominal  correlatives ; whereas,  if  we  do 
not,  simply  rejecting  the  permission,  all  slides  smoothly, — we  have 
the  right  moods  in  the  right  figure.  This,  again,  I am  unable  to 
solve. — Dr  Beneke’s  duplication  of  the  moods  is  also  in  sundiy 
cases  only  nominal;  as  is  seen,  for  example,  in  Ferio  2,  Fesapo  2, 
and  Fresiso  2,  which  are  forms,  all,  and  in  all  respects,  identical. — 
I must  protest  also  against  his  violence  to  logical  langut^e.  Thus, 
he  employs  everywhere  "non  omne,”  “non  omnia,”  “alle  sind 
nicht,”  &c.,  which  is  only  a particular,  (being  a mere  denial  of 
omuitude),  for  the  absolute  or  universal  negative,  "nullum,” 
“ nulla,"  “ kein  ist,”  no,  none,  not  any,  &c.,  in  opposition  both  to 
principle,  and  to  the  practice  of  Aristotle  and  succeeding  logicians. 

[XVI.— Titius. 

Gottlieb  Gerhard  Titius,  Ars  Cogitandi,  sive  SciejUia  Cogita- 
iionum  Cogitantium,  Cogitationibus  Nccessaris  Instincta  et  a 
Peregrinis  Liberata.  Lipsiae,  1723,  (first  edition,  1701). 

Titius  has  been  partially  referred  to  by  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  as 
having  maintained  the  doctrine  of  a Quantified  Predicate.  See 
above,  p.  318.  His  theory  of  the  Figure  and  Mood  of  Syllogism 
is  well  deserving  of  notice, — proceeding,  as  it  does,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  that  doctrine.  This  theory  is  principally  contained  in  the 
following  extracts  from  his  Ars  Cogitandi,  which  show  how 
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closely  he  has  approximated,  on  several  fundamental  points,  to 
the  doctrines  of  the  New  Analytic.^ 

Titius  gives  two  canons  of  syllogism  : — 

I.  Affirmative.  “ Qumcunque  conveniunt  in  uno  tertio,  ilia 
etiam,  juxta  mensuram  illius  convenientia3,  inter  se  conveniunt.” 

II.  Negative.  " Qutecunque  pugnant  in  certo  aliquo  tertio,  ilia, 
juxta  mensuram  illius  disconvenientiie,  etiam  inter  se  pugnant.” 
C.  ix.  §§  30,  27. 

The  following  relates  to  his  doctrine  of  Figure  and  Mood,  and 
to  the  special  rules  of  Syllogism,  as  commonly  accepted : — 

C.  X.  § L “ Sic  igitur  omnium  Syllogismorum  formalis  ratio  in 
gcnuina  medii  termini  et  pnedicati  ac  subjecti,  Conclxisionis  colla- 
tione  consistit ; earn  si  dicere  velis  formam  essentialem,  aut  figu- 
ram  generaiem  vel  communem,  non  valde  reluctabor. 

§ ii.  “ Prffiter  earn  vero  Peripatetici  Figuras  ex  peculiari  medii 
termini  situ  adstruunt,  ea  ratione  ut  Primam  figuram  dicant,  in 
qua  medius  terminus  in  Majore  est  subjectum,  in  Minore  prsedica- 
tum,  Secundam,  ubi  idem  bis  prsedicati,  et  Tertiam,  ubi  subjecti 
locum  bis  snbit.  Galenus  adjecit  Quartam  primse  contrariam,  in 
qua  medius  terminus  in  majore  est  prssdicatum,  in  minore  snbjec- 
tum,  quam  pluribus  etiam  exposuit  Autor  Art.  Cog.  P.  iiL  c.  8. 

§ iii.  " Cmterum  ill®  figurm  tantum  sunt  ouiddentales,  ab  iisque 
vis  concludendi  non  dependet.  Quodsi  tamen  quis  diversum 
medii  termini  situmattendendum  esse  putet,tum  nec  quarts  figure 
negligenda  esse  videtur,  licet  earn  Peripatetici  nonnuUi  haut  cu- 
randam  existiment.  Vide  Ulman.  Synops.  Log.  L.  iiL  c.  2,  p.  164 
§ iv.  “ Interim  prima  cssteris  magis  naturalis  ex  eo  videri 
potest,  quod  subjectum  et  praedicatum  conclusionis  in  praemissis 
suam  retineat  qualitatem,  cum  in  secunda  et  tertia  alterum  qua- 
litatem  suam  exuere,  in  q^uirta  vero  utrumque  earn  deponere 
debeat. 

§ V.  “Postea  in  xmaquaque  figm-a,pro  ratione  quantitatis  etquali- 
tatis  propositionum,  peculiares  Modi  adstruuntur,  ita  quidem  ut 
prim®  figurae  quatuor  totidem  secund®,  terti®  sex  attribuantur, 
ex  quibus  etiam  debite  variatis  quarta  quinque  accipiat,  prout  ilia 
pa.ssim  cumvocabulismemorialibus  rccenseri  solent.ut  ilia  quidem 

a For  Titioa’ doctrine  of  a Quantified  Hypothetical  Syllngiam,  eee  above,  pp. 
Predicate,  its  application  to  the  Con.  276,  .318,  382. — Kn. 
veniion  of  Propoeitinns  and  to  the 
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hue  transcribere  opus  non  sit.  Vide  Autor.  Art.  Cogit.,  P.  iii. 
cc.  5,  6,  7,  8. 

§ vi.  “ Non  opus  esse  istis  6guris  et  modis  ad  dijudicandam 
Syllogismorum  bonitatem,  ex  monito  § 3,  jam  intelligi  potest. 
Quomodo  tamen  sine  iis  bonitas  laudata  intelligi  queat,  id  forte 
non  adeo  liquidum  est 

§ viL  “ Non  diu  hie  quserenda  sunt  remedia : Observetur  forma 
essentialis  seu  figura  eommunis,  ae  do  veritate  Syllogismi  recte 
judieabitur.  Applieatio  autem  hujus  moniti  non  est  diflSeilis, 
nam  primo  respieiendum  ad  eonelusionem,  deinde  ad  medium 
terminum,  quo  facto  etiam  judieari  potest,  anejusetterminorum 
eonelusionis  collatio  in  prsemissis  reete  sit  institute -nee  ne. 

§ ix.  “ De  esetero  uti  anxie  jam  non  inquiram,  an  omnis  bene 
eoneludendi  ratio  numero  modorum  denario  circumseribatur, 
quod  quidem,  juxta  djcpi^utv  mathematieam  demonstrasse 
videri  vult  Autor  ArL  Cog.  P.  iii  e.  4,  ita  id  haut  admiserim,  quod 
illi  modi,  quos  vulgo  laudant,  prim®,  secundm  aut  tertise  figurae 
praeeise  sint  assignandi,  licet  hoc  itidem  acumine  mathematico 
se  demonstrasse  putet  dictus  Autor.  d.  1.  c.  5 aeqq. 

§ X.  “ Cum  enim  quaevis  propositio  possit  converti,  mode  quan- 
titas  praedicati  probe  observetur,  hinc  necessario  sequitur,  quod 
quivis  Syllogismus,  adhibita  propwsitionum  conversione,  in  quavis 
figura  possit  proponi,  ex  quo  non  potest  non  aequalis  modorum 
numerus  in  unaquaque  figura  oriri,  licet  illi  non  ejusdem  semper 
sint  quantitatis. 

§ xi.  “ Opene  pretium  non  est  prolixe  per  omnia  Syllogismorum 
singulis  figuria  adscriptoram  exempla  ire.  Sufficiat  uno  asser- 
tionem  illustrasse,  v.  gr.  in  prima  figura,  modo  Barbara  hie  oc- 
currit  Syllogismus  apud  d.  Autor.  c.  5. 

O.  Sapiens  sulyicitur  voluntati  Dei, 

O.  Honestus  est  sapiens, 

E,  0.  honestus  subjicitur  voluntati  Dei. 

§ xii.  “ Hunc  in  secunda  figura  ita  proponere  licet : 

Quidam,  qui  suhjicitur  voluntati  Dei,  est  omnis  sapiens, 

Omnis  honestus  est  sapiens, 

E.  Omnis  honestus  subjicitur  voluntati  Dei. 

Batio  eoneludendi  manet  eadem,  sapiens  enim  et  is  qui  subficitur 
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volurUati  Dei,  imiuntur  in  majore,  dein  sapiens  et  Honestus  in 
ininore,  ergo  in  conclusione  idea  sapientis  et  ^us  gui  vduntati 
Dei  suljicitur,  quoque  conveniunt 

§ xiii.  “ In  tertia  figura  ita  se  habebit : 

0.  Sapiens  mbjicitur  volunUUi  Dei, 

Q.  Sapiens  est  omnis  honesttts, 

E.  0.  honestus  sufyicitur  voluntati  Dei  ; 

nec  in  bac  concludendi  ratione  aliquid  desiderari  potest,  nani  me- 
dius  terminus  universaliter  unitur  cum  conclusionis  prsedicato, 
deinde,  quantum  sufficit,  conjungitur  cum  ejusdem  subjecto,  seu 
Omni  honesto,  ergo  subjectum  et  prsedicatum  se  quoque  mutuo 
admittent. 

I § xiv.  " Caeterorum  eadem  est  ratio,  quod  facile  ostendi  posset, 
nisi  tricas  illas  vel  scribere  vel  legere  tsediosum  foret.  Ex  bis 
autem  sequitur,  quod  omnes  regulce  speciales,  qwe  modis  xndgari- 
bus  attemperatce  vulgo  drcumferunttir,  faUos  sint,  quod  speciatira 
ostendere  liceat. 

§ XV.  “ In  universum  triplici  modo  impingitur,  vel  enim  con- 
clusio  creditur  absurda,  quas  talis  non  est,  vel  vitium  est  in  ma- 
teria, ac  altera  proemissarum  falsa,  vel  adsutU  quatuor  termini, 
adeoque  absurditas  conclusionis,  si  aliqua  subest,  nunquam  ab 
ea  causa  dependet,  quam  referunt  regulse. 

§ xvi.  “ Sed  videamus  distinctius,  (1)  Major  in  prima  figwra 

semper  sit  universalis 

§ xviL  “ Inflectam  buc  exemplum  minus  controversum,  quod 
Autor  Art.  Cog.  P.  iii,  c.  7,  in  modo  Disamis  tertiae  figurse,  pro- 
ponit: 

Quidam  impii  in  honore  habeniur  in  mundo, 

Quidam  viluperandi  sunt  omnes  impii, 

E.  quidam  viluperandi  in  honore  habeniur  in  mundo. 

§ xviiL  “ Hie  babes  primam  figuram  cum  majore  particulari, 
optime  itemm  concludentem,  nam  licet  medius  terminus  particu- 
laritur  sumatur  in  majore,  ejus  taroen  ille  est  capacitatis,  ut  in 
eodem  convenientia  prsedicati  et  subjecti  ostendi  queat,  et  nisi 
hoc  esset,  nec  in  tertia  figura  rite  concluderetnr. 

§ xix.  “ Nec  valde  obsunt,  quae  vulgo  illustrandae  regulae  ad- 
ducuntur.  Ex  sententia  Weis,  in  Log.  P.  L lib.  ii.  c.  2,  § 4,  male 
ita  concluditur : 
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Q.  animal  voUU, 

O.  Leo  est  animal, 

E.  Q.  Leo  volat. 

Verum  si  animal  sumitur  in  rainore  sicut  in  majore,  turn  ilia  falsa 
est,  si  vero  alio  sensu,  turn  existunt  quatuor  termini ; his  ergo 
causis,  non  particularitati  majoris,  vitiosa  conclusio  tribuenda. 

§ XX.  “ Nam  alias  ita  bene  concluditur : 

Q.  animal  volat, 

O.  avis  est  animal,  (ilhul  quoddam,) 

E.  O.  avis  volat. 

Nam  licet  medius  terminus  particularis  sit,  tanUe  tamen  est  lati- 
tudinis  ut  cum  utroque  conclusionis  termino  possit  uniri. 

§ xxi.  “ I’orro  (2)  Minor  semper  sit  affirmans.  Sed  quid  desi- 
derari  potest  in  hoc  Syllogismo : 

0.  Homo  est  animal  raiiotvxle, 

Leo  non  est  homo, 

E.  non  est  animal  rationale  t 

et  nonne  ilia  ratio  concludendi  manifests  bona  est,  quae  subjec- 
tum  et  pnedicatum,  quae  in  certo  tertio  non  conveniunt,  inter  se 
quoque  pugnare  contendit  ? 

§ xxii.  “ Sed  ais,  mutemus  paululum  Syllogismum  et  absur- 
ditas  conclusionis  erit  manifesta : 

O.  Homo  est  animal, 

Leo  non  est  homo, 

E.  Leo  non  est  animal ! 

Verum  si  terminus  animalis  in  conclusione  perinde  sumitur,  sicut 
suppositus  fuit  in  majore,  nempe  particulariter,  turn  conclusio 
est  verissima ; si  autem  aliter  accipiatur,  turn  evaduiit  quatuor 
termini,  quibus  adeo,  non  negationi  minoris,  absurditas  conclu- 
sionis est  imputanda,  quae  observatio  in  omnibus  exemplis  quae 
hie  objici  possunt  et  solent,  locum  habet. 

§ xxviii.  “ Sed  revertamur  ad  regulas  vulgares  I Niminun  (3) 
In  secunda  figura  major  sit  universalis.  Verum  cur  non  ita 
liceat  concludere : 

Quidam  dives  est  Saj:o, 

Quidam  Germanus  est  omnis  Saxo, 

E.  Quidam  Germanus  est  dives  f 
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quod  argumentum  Weis.  L ii.  c.  4,  § 2,  intuitu  tertiae  figurae 
proponit. 

§ xxix.  “ Ai^nieuta,  quae  fallcre  videntur,  v.  gr.  quod  Weisius 
L ii.  c.  3,  § 3,  profert : 

Quidam  homo  at  sajnens, 

NuUus  gtuUut  at  $apien$y 
E.  NtUlxu  Uvdtu*  at  homo, 

et  similia,  responsione,  § 22, data  eliduntur;  nimirum  conclusio  vel 
non  est  absurda,  si  recte  intelligatur,  vel  adsunt  quatuor  termini, 
quibus  adeo,  non  particularitati  majoris,  vitium  est  imputanduni. 

§ XXX.  “ Amplius  (4)  Ex  puris  affi.rmativis  in  sccunda  Jigura 
nihil  concluditur,  sed  inirum  foret,  si  ilia  concludendi  ratio  fal- 
leret,  quae  fundamentum  omnium  Syllogismorum  aflSrmativorum 
tarn  evidenter  prae  se  fert ! Hoc  argumentum  utique  formaliter 
bonum  est : 

Omnis  sapiens  sua  sorts  est  eontentus, 

Paulus  sua  sorts  est  eontentus, 

E.  Paulus  est  sapiens. 

§ xxxi.  " Sed  fallunt  multa  argumenta,  v.  gr.  Weisio  L ii.  c. 
3,  § 3,  adductum : 

Omnis  lej>us  vitnt, 

Ttt  vivis, 

E.  Tu  es  lejms; 

verum  non  fallunt  ob  affirmationem  preemissarum,  sed  qui  vel 
minor  falsa  est,  si  soil  praedicatum  accipiatur  eodem  sensu,  quo 
in  majore  sumtum  est,  vel  quia  adsunt  quatuor  termini,  si  prae- 
dicatum minoris  particulariter  et  alio  sensu  accipiatur. 

§ xxxii  " Non  possunt  etiam  vulgo  diffiteri,  quin  ex  puris  afiBr- 
mativis  aliquando  quid  sequatur,  verum  id  non  vi  formce  sed  vta- 
tericB  fieri  causantur,  vide  Ulman.,  Log.  L iii.  c.  3,  § 4.  Haec 
vero  est  petitio  principii ; nam  quae  conveniunt  in  uno  tertio,  ilia 
etiaim  inter  se  convenire  debent,  idque  non  fortuito,  sed  virtute 
unionis  laudatae,  seu  beneficio  formae. 


§ xxxiv.  “ In  tertia  figure  (5)  Minor  semper'  sit  ajfirmans.  Ego 
tamen  sic  recte  concludi  posse  arbitror : 

Quoddam  laudandum  est  omnis  virtus. 

Nullum  laudandum  est  quadam  magnijicentia, 

E.  Quatdam  magnijicentia  non  est  virtus. 
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§ XXXV.  “Nec  valde  urgent  exempla  opposita  Weisius  L.  ii., 
c.  4,  § 2,  hoc  affert : 

Omnis  fiomo  amhulat, 

Nulhts  homo  eH  porctit, 

E.  ifuidam  porau  non  amlrulatj 

nam  recurrit  responsio  § 22  data,  quie  vel  conclusionem  falsam 
non  esse,  vel  causam  falsitatis  a quatuor  terminis  dependere  os- 
tendit,  quffi  etiam  locum  haberet,  licet  conclusionem  universalem, 
Nullus  porcus  amhulat,  assumes. 

§ xxxvi.  " Tandem  (6)  In  icrtia  figura  concltisio  semper  sit 
particidaris.  Verum  Syllogismum  cum  conclusione  universal! 
jam  exhibui  § 13.  In  exemplis  autem  quae  vulgo  afferuntur,  v.  gr. 

Omnis  senator  est  Itonoratus, 

Omnis  senator  est  homo,  (quidani  scil.), 

E.  omnis  homo  est  honorutus, 

vide  Weis.  d.  L.  ii.,  c.  4,  § 3,  occurrunt  quatuor  termini,  (nam 
homo,  in  minore  particulariter,  in  conclusione  universaliter  sum- 
itur),  qui  adeo  veram  absurdae  conclusionis  causam,  ac  simul  reg- 
ulaa  vulgaris  falsitatem  ostendunt. 

§ xxxvii.  “Ilia  autem  onini,  quae  contra  vulgares  regulas 
hactcnus  disputavimus,  non  eo  pertinent,  quasi  rationem  conclu- 
dendi  rejiciendis  regulis  hinc  inde  confectam  commendemus,  ita 
ut  in  demonstrationibus  eadem  uti,  aut  valde  delectari,  debeamus. 
Quin  ornni  potius  eo  spectant,  ut  Peripateticos,  qui  formam  Syllo- 
gismomm  essentialem  vel  omnino  non  vel  nimis  frigide  exponunt, 
in  explicandis  etiam  eorum  hguris  accidentalibus,  faUi  probarem. 

§ xxxix.  “ Atque  ex  hactenus  dictis  etiam  intelligi  potest,  quae 
nostra  de  Reductione  sit  sententia.  Nimirum  ex  nostris  hypothe- 
sibus  ilia  nihU  aliud  est,  quam  Syllogismorum  per  omnes  quatuor 
Jiguras  accidentalcs,  salva  semper  eonclusione,  facta  variatio. 

§ xl.  “ Pertinet  igitur  ilia  tantum  ad  prmmissa.  Syllogismus 
enim  semper  ut  instrumentum  veritatis  inquirendae  considerari, 
adeoque  quaestio  probanda,  quae  semper  immobilis  sit,  nec,  prout 
visum  est,  varietur,  prmsupponi  debet 

§ xli.  " Eeductionis  uuica  Lex  est,  ut  simpliciter,  juxta  figuiae 
indolcni,  propositiones  convertamus,  quod  sine  ulla  diflicultate 
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procedit,  dummodo  quantitatem  subjecti  et  prsedicati  debite  con- 
tideremus,  ceu  ex  iis  qnje  de  Conversione  diximus  satis  liquet 
§ xlii.  " Finis  est,  ut  per  ejusiuodi  variationem  terminorum 
unionem  vel  separationem  eo  accuratius  intelligamus.  Hinc 
omnis  utilitas  reductioni  non  est  abjudicanda.  Si  enim  recte  in- 
stituatur,  ingenium  quantitati  propositionum  observandse  magis 
magisque  assuescit,  ac  inde  etiam  in  penitiorem  fonnae  essenti- 
alis  intelligentiam  provehitur. 

§ xliii.  “ In  vulgari  Rediictione,  quae  in  libellis  logicis  passim 
exponitur,  (vide  Aut  Art.  Cog.  P.  iii.,'c.  9,)  quaedam  exempla  re- 
prehendi  non  debent,  quando  v.  g.  Cesare  ad  Celarent  reducitur, 
nam  ibi  simplici  conversione  alicujus  propositionis  defunguntur, 
juxta  legem,  quam  § 41,  reductioni  dedimus. 

§ xliv.  “ Sed  si  ab  illis  exemplis  abeas,  parum  vel  nihil  est, 
quod  in  eadem  laudari  debeat  dum  fere  ex  falsis  hypothesibus 
omnis  reductio  oritur,  nam  conversw  per  contrapositionem  prae- 
supponitur,  quam  tamen  valde  dubiam  esse  supra  ostendimus, 
praeterea  ^cu/iares  mod*  in  singulis  figuris  adstruuntur,  ac  omnis 
reductio  &d.primam  jiguram  facienda  esse  existimatur,  cum  tamen 
idem  Syllogismus  per  omnes  figuras  variari  queat 

§ xlv.  “ Ipsa  vero  reductio  nullis  legibus  adstricta  est.  Con- 
vertitur  conclusio,  transponuntur  praemissae,  propositiones  nega- 
tivae  mutantur  in  affirmativas,  atque  ita  quidvis  tentatur,  modo 
figura  intenta  obtineatur.  Quo  ipso  puerilis  error,  quo  Logica 
pro  ai-te  concinnandi  tres  lineas,  easque  in  varias  formas  mutandi, 
habetur,  satis  elucet.  Inepta  scientia  est  in  verbis  dispon- 
endis,  circumagendis,  aut  torquendis,  unice  occupatur. 

§ xlvi.  “ Juxta  haec  igitur  vulgari  modo  reducere,  maximam 
partem  nihil  aliud  est  quam  errorem  errore  tegere,  ingenia  dis- 
centium  torquere,  ac  magno  conatn  magnas  nugas  agere,  insciti- 
amque  professa  opera  ostendere.” — Ed.] 
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D.— SYLLOGISTIC  MOODS. 


(Vol.  I.  p.  401.) 

(a)  Direct  and  Indirect  Moods. 

(1)  Their  Principle. — First  and  Fourth  Figures. 

(See  above,  Vol.  I.  p.  42.3.) 

Direct  and  Indirect  Moods, — principle  of. — That  the  two  terms 
should  hold  the  same  relation  to  each  other  in  the  conclusion,  that 
they  severally  held  to  the  middle  term  in  the  premises.  This  de- 
termined by  the  Question.  This  constitutes  direct,  immediate, 
natural,  orderly  inference.  When  reversed,  by  Conversion,  there 
emerges  indirect,  mediate,  unnatural,  irregular  inference. 

In  the  two  last  Figures,  (Second  and  Third),  the  two  terms  hold 
the  same  relation  to  the  middle  term  in  the  premises ; ergo  no 
indirect  inference,  but  always  two  direct  conclusions  possible. 

In  the  first  Figure,  as  the  two  terms  are  subordinated  to  each 
other  in  the  premises,  one  direct  conclusion  from  premises, 
whether  read  in  Extension  or  Comprehension,  and,  consequently, 
an  indirect  one  also  ; — the  First  Figure  being  first  figure  in  Ex- 
tensive quantity,  the  Fourth  Figure  being  first  figure  in  Compre- 
hensive quantity.  Direct  and  indirect  moods  in  eacL 

1.  Blunder  about  definition  of  major  and  minor  terms  by  logi- 
cians, (for  which  Aristotle  not  responsible),®  cause  of  fancy  of  a 
Fourth  Figure  constituted  by  indirect  moods  in  comprehension. 

2.  That  predicate  could  have  no  prefinition,  and,  therefore, 
though  they  allowed  its  converse,  the  direct  inference  was  not 
suffered.  This  in  Fapesmo,  Frisesmo,  (these  alone,  by  some  logi- 
cians, admitted  in  the  First  Figure),  and  Fesapo  and  Fresison 
in  Fourth  or  Comprehensive  Firsts 


a See  Stahl,  [Kota  et  Animadvtr- 
eioiteo  in  Compendium  DMtclicum  D. 
Conradi  Homeii,  nunc  primum  ex 
Auctoric  Autographo  edita  eura  Cat- 
pari  Potneri  Prof.  Pub.  Jena,  1656, 
Ad.  L.  iii.  o.  viii.] 

S [That  fonrth  Figure  difTers  from 
fint  only  by  transposition  of  Premises, 
— held  by  Derodon,  Logica  Sestituta,  p, 
606.  Camenrios,  Ditjmlationet  Philo. 
tophica,  Disp.  L,  qu.  13,  pi  116.  Cora- 


muel.  Rat.  et  Real.  Phil.,  Disp.  xii.  p. 
45.  irenaius,  Integ.  PhU.  Elementa 
Logicts,  Soot  iii.  § 3,  p.  29.  Campa- 
nella,  Phil.  Rat.  Dialect. , Lib.  ii.  c.  vi. 
art.  xi.  p.  .391,  and  art.  iv.  p.  385, 
(1635).  Ridiger,  De  Sentu  Peri  et 
PeUti,  ii.  6,  § 36.  Cruains,  JPeg  zur 
Oewitaheit,  § 335,  p.  606.  Platner, 
Philotophitche  Aphoriimen,  L | 554, 
p.  267.] 
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3.  That  major  proposition,  that  which  is  placed  first. 


Fourth  Figure. — The  First  Figure,  and  that  alone,  is  capable  of 
being  enounced  in  two  orders,  those  of  Breadth  and  of  Depth.  It 
is  exactly  the  same  syllogism  in  either  order ; and,  while  the  order 
of  Depth  was  usually  employed  by  the  Greeks,  Orientals,  and  older 
Latins,  that  of  Breadth  has  been  the  common,  if  not  the  exclusive, 
mode  of  enouncement  among  the  western  logicians,  since  the  time 
of  Boethius.  In  either  form,  there  are  thus  four  direct  moods, 
and  five  indirect, — in  all  nine  moods ; and  if  the  Figure  be  held  to 
comprise  the  mood.s  of  either  form,  it  will  have  eighteen  moods,  as 
in  fact  is  allowed  by  some  logicians,  and,  among  others,  by  Men- 
doza, {Disp.  Log.  et  Met.  T.  I.  pp.  615, 516).  Martianus  Capella, 
(Dc  Septan  Artibita  Liberalibm,  L.  iv.,  De  Dialeetiea,  in  cap. 
Quid  sit  Pradicativus  Syllogismus,  see  above,  p.  432),  states 
and  allows  either  form,  but,  like  his  contemporaries,  Greek  and 
Latin,  he  employs  in  his  examples  the  order  of  Depth. 

Now,  mark  the  caprice  of  the  logicians  of  the  west  subsequent 
to  Boethius.  Overlooking  entirely  the  four  direct  moods  in  the 
order  of  Depth,  winch  they  did  not  employ,  as  the  conclusion 
would,  in  these  cases,  have  been  opposed  to  their  own  order ; 
they  seized  upon  the  five  indirect  moods  of  the  order  of  Depth, 
as  this  afforded  a conclusion  corresponding  to  their  own,  and 
constituted  it,  thus  limited,  into  a Fourth  Figure. 

Did  not  make  two  forms  of  First  Figure. 

An  indirect  conclusion  is  in  subject  and  predicate  the  reverse  of 
a direct ; opposed,  therefore,  to  the  order  of  predication  marked 
out  by  the  premises  which  the  direct  conclusion  exclusively 
follows. — An  indirect  conclusion,  (what  the  logicians  have  not 
observed),*  is  an  inference  from  the  direct  conclusion,  and,  there- 
fore, one  mediate  from  the  premises. 

a But  see  Contarenui,  Dt  Quarto  Fiffura  SyUog.,  Opera,  p.  235. — Eo. 
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(2)  Moods  of  Fourth  Figure  redressed. 

(Early  Paper — previous  to  1844.  Later  signs  of  quantity 
substituted. — Ed.) 

L Bamalip, — only  Barbara  with  transposed  premises  and  con- 
verted conclusion. 

(2)  AU  irons  are  (some)  metals; 

(1)  All  metals  are  (some)  minerals; 

All  irons  are  (some)  minerals. 

(By  conversion) 

Some  minerals  are  (all)  irons 


(Minerals,  : (Metals),  ~ : (Irons). 


(Redressed) 


II.  Calemes, — only  Celarent  with  transposed  premises  and 
converted  conclusion. 

(2)  All  snails  are  (tome)  mollusea  ; 

(1 ) No  molluscum  is  any  insect ; 

No  snail  is  any  insect. 

(By  conversion) 


No  insect  is  any  snail. 


III. — Dimatis, — only  Darii  with  transposed  premises  and 
converted  conclusion. 

(2)  SoTTie  stars  are  (some  or  all)  planets  ; 

(1)  All  planets  are  some  things  moving  round  sun  ; 

Some  stars  are  some  things  moving  round  sun  ; 

(By  conversion) 

Some  things  moving  round  sun  are  some  stars. 
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{Moving  round  Sun) : {Planet*) : , - , {Stan) 

(Bedressed) 


IV.  Fesapo,  [Felapos.]® 

(2)  No  artery  i*  any  vein  ; 

(1)  All  vein*  are  {tome)  bloodveted*  ; 
No  artery  i*  {tome)  bloodvettd. 

(By  conrenion) 

Some  hloodvettel  it  no  artery. 


{Bloodvettelt) , 


mma  : ( Fein) ; 
(Redrcsaed) 


+ 


I -.{Artery) 


V.  Fresison,  [Frelilos]. 

(2)  No  mutde  it  any  nerve  ; 

(1)  Seme  nervet  are  {tome)  expantion  on  hand; 
No  mutde  it  {tome)  erparetion  on  hand 
(By  convenion) 

Some  expantion  on  hand  it  no  mutde. 


(March  1846.) — My  universal  law  of  Figured  Syllogism  ex- 

a Zabarelln,  Opera  Logica.De  Quarta  vereet  premise*  and  reduces  to  Fa|>e*. 
Fig.  Syll.,  pp.  118,  119, 125.  Burgen-  mo  an  indirect  mood  of  First ; thit* 
dyk,  IntlU.  Log.,  L.  ii.  c.  7,  p.  107,  re-  violating  the  rule  of  that  Figure, 
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cludca  the  Fourth  Figure. — What  luorse  relation  of  subject  and 
predicate  subsists  hetioccn  either  of  two  terms  and  a common  third 
term  with  which  one,  at  least,  is  positively  related;  that  relation 
subsists  between  the  two  terms  themselves.  Now,  in  Fourth  Figure, 
this  is  violated ; for  the  predicate  and  subject  notions,  relative 
to  the  middle  term  in  the  premises,  are  in  the  conclusion  turned 
severally  into  their  opposites  by  relation  to  each  other.  This 
cannot,  however,  in  fact  be ; and,  in  reality,  there  is  a silently 
suppressed  conclusion,  from  which  there  is  only  given  the  con- 
verse, but  the  conversion  itself  ignored. 

Fourth  Figure.  Eeasons  against. 

1°,  Could  never  directly,  naturally,  reach  (a)  Conclusion  from 
premise,  or  (b)  Premises  from  qumsitum. 

2°,  All  other  figures  conversion  of  premises  of  First,  but,  by 
conversion  of  conclusion,  (as  it  is),  no  new  figure. 

3“,  All  other  figures  have  one  conclusion.  Fourth  a converted 
one,  often  different. 


(March  1850.) — Fourth  Figure.  The  logicians  who  attempt 
to  show  the  perversion  in  this  Figure,  by  speaking  of  higher  and 
lower  notions,  are  extra-logical  Logic  knows  notliing  x)f  liigher 
and  lower  out  of  its  own  terms ; and  any  notion  may  be  subject 
or  predicate  of  any  other  by  the  restriction  of  its  extension. 
Logic  must  show  the  perversion  in  this  Figure  ex  fade  syllo- 
gismi,  or  it  must  stand  good. 

On  true  reason,  why  no  Fourth  Figure,  see  Aristotle,  Anal. 
Pr.,  L.  i.  c.  23,  § 8,  and  Pacius,  in  his  Commentary. 


(March  1850.) — Fesapo  and  Fresiso  (also  Fapesmo,  Frisesmo) 
proceed  on  the  immediate  inference,  unnoticed  by  logicians,  that 
the  quantities,  apart  from  the  terms,  may,  in  propositions  InA 
and  AnI,  be  converted. 


Averroes  on  Prior  Analytics,  L.  i c.  8. 

“ If  we  ask  whether  A be  in  C,  and  say  that  A is  in  C,  because 
A is  in  B,  and  B in  C ; in  this  case,  there  is  a natural  syllogism 
by  general  confession ; and  this  in  the  First  Figure. 
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In  like  manner,  if  we  say  that  A is  not  in  C,  because  B is  in 

0,  and  B is  not  in  A,  it  is  plain  that  we  collect  that  conclusion 
by  a natural  process ; and  this  is  the  Second  Figure,  which  is 
frequently  found  employed  by  men  in  their  ordinaiy  discourse. 

“ In  like  manner,  also,  if  we  say  that  A is  in  C,  because  A and  C 
are  in  B ; that  syllogism  is  also  natural  to  us,  and  is  the  Third  Figure. 

“ But  if  we  say  A is  in  C,  because  C is  in  B,  and  B in  A,  the 
reasoning  is  one  which  no  one  would  naturally  make ; for  the 
reason  that  the  qumsitum  (that  is,  C to  be  in  A)  does  not  hence 
follow, — the  process  being  that  in  which  we  say  A is  in  C,  since  A 
is  in  B,  and  B in  C ; and  this  is  something  which  thought  would 
not  perform,  unless  in  opposition  to  nature.  From  this  it  is  mani- 
fest, that  the  Fourth  Figure,  of  which  Galen  makes  mention,  is 
not  a syllogism  on  which  thought  would  naturally  light,"  &c. 
Thereafter  follows  a digression  against  this  figure.  See  also  the 
same  book,  c.  23,  and  the  Epitome,  by  Averroes,  of  the  same,  c.  i. 

(3)  Fourth  Figure — Authorities  for  and  against. 

Admitted  by — 

Ildefonsus  de  Penafiel,  Cursus  Pkilosophicus,  Disp.  Summul., 
D.  iil  p.  39.  6.  Camerarius,  2>isput.  Philos.,  P.  L q.  xiii,  p.  116. 
Port  Royal  Logic,  P.  iii.  c.  8,  and  c.  4 Ridiger,  De  Sensu  Veri 
et  Falsi,  L iL  c.  6,  § 36.  Hauschius  in  Acta  Erud.  p.  470  et  seq. 
Laps.  1728.  Noldius,  Logica  Recognita,  c.  xii.  p.  277.  Crakan- 
thorpe,  Logica,  L.  iii.  c.  xv.  p.  194,  (omitted,  but  defended).  Lam- 
bert, Neues  Organon,  I.  § 237  et  seq.  Hoffbauer,  Analytik  der 
Urtheile  und  Schlilsse,  § 138.  Twesten,  Logik,  inshesondere  die 
Analytik,  § 110.  Leibnitz,  Opera,  ii.  357 ; v.  406  ; vi.  216, 217, 
ed.  Dutens.  Oddus  de  Oddis,  (v.  Contarenus,  Non  Dari  Quart. 
Fig.  Syll.,  Opera  Omnia,  p.  233,  ed.  Venet,  1589.) 

Rejected  by — 

Averroes,  In  An.  Prior.  L.  i.  c.  8.  Zabarella,  Opera  Logica, 
De  Quarta  Fig.  Syll.,  p.  102  et  seq.  Purchot,  Instit.  PhU.  T.  I. 
Log.  P.  iii.  c.  iiL  p.  169.  Molinaeus,  Elemenia  Logica,  Lie. 
viii.  Facciolati,  Rudimenta  Logica,  P.  iii.  c.  iii  p.  85.  Scay- 
nus.  Paraphrasis  in  Organ.,  p.  574  Timpler,  Logica  Systema, 
L iv.  c.  i.  qu.  13,  p.  643.  Plainer,  Philosophische  Aphorismen, 

1.  p.  267.  Burgersdicius,  Instit.  Log.,  L.  iL  c.  vii.  p.  165.  Dero- 
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don,  Logica  Restituta,  p.  60G.  Wolf,  Phil.  Rat.,  § 343  et  seq., 
(ignored).  Hollinann,  Logica,  § 453,  p.  569.  Goclenius,  Pro- 
hUmata  Logica,  P.  iv.  p.  119.  Keckermann,  Opera,  T.  I.  Syst. 
Log.,  Lib.  iii.  c.  4,  p.  745.  Arriaga,  Cvrsus  Philosophicus,  In 
Summulas,  D.  iii  § 5,  p.  24  Aristotle,  An  Prior.,  i.  c.  23,  § 
8;  c.  30,  § 1,  (omitted).  Jo.  Picus  Mirandulanus,  Condusiones, 
Opera,  p.  88.  Melanchtbon,  in  1st  edition  of  Dialectic,  L.  iii. 
De  Figuratione,  (1520),  afterwards  (1547)  restored,  (Heumanni, 
Acta,  iii.  753).  Cardinalis  Caspar  Contarenus,  Epistola  ad  Od- 
dum  de  Oddia  de  Quart  Fig.  Syll.,  Opera,  p.  233  (1st  ed.  1571). 
Trendelenburg,  Elementa  Logica,  § 28,  &c.  Herbart,  Lehrbuch 
der  Logik,  Einleit  3,  § 71.  Hegel,  Encydopccdie,  § 187.  Fries, 
System  der  Logik,  § 57  b.  Griepenkerl,  Lehrbuch  der  Logik,  § 
29  et  seq.  Drobisch,  Logik,  § 77,  p.  70.  Wallis,  Institutio 
Logica,  L.  iii.  c.  ix.  p.  179. 


(6)  Indirect  Moods  of  Second  and  Thied  Figures.® 


From 

L 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

(II.  Fig.) 
/Cesaro 
'Camestres 

Festino 

Baroco 

Reflexin;  (1,  2,  6,  8,  9.)R  Cesares. 
Rejkiim;  (2,  6,  8,  9.)  Caraestre,  Ca- 
mestres. 

Faresmo,  (only  subaltern  of  Camestres) ; 

rejected  (2),  admitted  (3,  6.) 

Premises  reversed  ; (2,  3,  4,  6, 6,  7,  8, 9.) 
Firesmo,  Frigesoa 

Premises  reversed  ; (2,  ft,  7,  8,  9.)  Bo- 
cardo, Moracos,  Forameno. 

(III.  Fig.) 

is 

Darapti 

RejUxim  ; (1,  2,  3,  4, 10,  11.)  . 

ii. 

Felapton 

1 

Premises  transposed;  (4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9, 
11.)  Fapemo,  Fapelmos. 

iii. 

/Disamis 

\Datisi 

Reftexim;  (A,  7.  10,  11.) 

iv. 

Reflexim;  (4,  7, 10,  11.) 

V. 

Bocardo 

Premises  transposed  ; (4,  7,  9,  11.)  Ba- 
roco, Macopos,  Danorcoc. 

vi. 

Ferison 

Premises  transposed ; (4,  6,  6,  7,  8,  9, 
1 1.)  Frisemo,  Fiseros. 

a The  indirect  Moods  of  the  First  to  the  authorities  given  ou  following 
Figure  are  uoivenally  admitted.  page. — Ed. 

p The  numbers  within  brackets  refer 


Digitized  by  Google 


APPENDIX. 


465 


(II.  Rg.) 

Mart.  Capello,  (475) 
Duns  Scotus,  (1300) 


Lovonienses,  (1535) 
Pacius,  (1584) 
Conimbricenses,  (1607) 


6. 

7. 

a 

9. 


Buigeisdicios,  (1626) 
Caiamnel,  (1642) 
Scheibler,  (1653) 
Noldios,  (1666) 


Cesare,  reJUxim. 

Cesare  and  Camestres,  conclusions  simply 
converted  ; Festino  and  Baroco,  pre- 
mises transposed.  Bejects  (and  rightly) 
what  has  since  been  called  Faresmo,  as 
a mere  snbaltem  of  Camestres.  (Super 
An.  Pr.  L.  i.  qu.  23.  See  also  Conim- 
bricenses, In  Arut.  Dial.,  ii.  p.  362.) 

Faresmo,  Firesmo.  (Comm.  p.  223,  ed. 
1647.) 

Firesmo.  (On  An.  Pr.  L.  i.  c,  7,  and 
relative  place  of  his  Comm.  Anal.) 

Record  that  indirect  moods  from  Cesare 
and  Camestres  ; and  also  Friseso,  Bo- 
cardo  were  admitted  by  some  " recen- 
tiores.”  (ii.  p.  362.) 

Faresmo,  Firesmo. 

Moracos,  Frigesos. 

Cesares,  Camestres,  Firesmo,  Bocaido. 

Cesares,  Camestre,  Firesmo,  Forameno  ; 
(he  has  for  the  direct  mood,  Facrono, 
in  place  of  Baroco). 


1. 

2. 

a 

4. 


an.  Fig.) 

Apnleins,  (160) 
CassiodoruB,  (560) 
Isidorus,  (610) 
Duns  Scotus 


5.  Lovanienses 

6.  Pacius 

7.  Conimbricenses 


8. 

0. 

10. 


Burgersdicius 

Caramuel 

Scheibler 


11. 


Noldins 


Darapti,  r^jUxim. 

Do. 

Do. 

Darapti,  Disamis,  and  Datisi,  their  con- 
clusions simply  converted ; Felapton, 
Bocardo,  Ferison,  premises  transposed. 
(Super  An.  Pr.  I*  i.  qu.  24.) 

Fapemo,  Frisemo.  (As  above.) 

Fapemo,  Frisemo.  (As  above.) 

Record  that  some  “ recentiores  ” admit 
indirect  moods  from  Darapti,  Disamis, 
Datisi ; also  Fapesmo,  Frisesmo,  and 
Baroco. 

Fapemo,  Frisemo. 

Fapelmos,  Macopos,  Fiseros. 

Admits  them  from  Disamis,  Datisi,  Da- 
rapti, but  not  from  those  which  con- 
clude particular  negations. 

Danorcoc,  (he  has  for  Bocardo  Docamroc), 
Frisemo,  Fapemo,  and  what  are  con- 
verted from  Darapti,  DisamU,  and 
I Datisi  without  names. 
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Indirect  moods  are  impossible  in  the  Second  and  Third  Figures, 
for  what  are  called  indirect  conclusions  are  only  the  direct  conclu- 
sions. Mem.,  that  in  the  Second  Figure  Cesare  and  Caraestres 
are  virtually  one ; whilst  in  the  Third  Figure  Darapti  is  virtually 
two,"  as  Disamis  and  Datisi  are  one. 

For  the  particular  quantification  of  the  Predicate,  useful  illus- 
trations, as  in  the  First  from  Fapesmo,  Frisesmo,  or  (in  the  pseudo 
Fourth),  from  Fesapo  and  Fresiso  ; so  in  the  Second  Figure  from 
what  have  been  called  the  indirect  moods  of  Figure  II. 

Figuek  II. 


1.  Bocartlo. 

A, 

: B , — : C 

2.  Firesmo. 

A, 

— ,B:]^4-:C 

Figorf.  III. 

1.  Baroco.  A , “ :B,  ■ | : C 

1 

2.  Fapema  A , ; B : ® 

1 

2.  Friaemo.  A , mm,  B : ■)  ""  : C 


(1853.)  Blunders  of  Logicians. — What  have  been  called  the 
Indirect  Moods  of  the  Second  and  Third  Figures,  arise  only  from 
the  erroneously  supposed  transposition  of  the  premises ; and  the 
Fourth  Figure  is  made  up  of  the  really  indirect  moods  of  the  First 
Figure,  with  the  premises  transposed. 

(c)  New  Moods — Notes  upon  Table  of  Syllogisms.^ 

Fig.  I.  vi — Corvinus,  {InstUutiones  PhUosophitc  Rationalis, 
1742,  § 540),  says : — “There  sometimes  appears  to  be  an  inference 
from  pure  particulars.  For  example, — Some  learned  are  [some\ 

a This  is  maintained  by  Theophras-  0 .‘^oe  below.  Appendix  XII. — Ei>. 
tns. 
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ambitious  men ; some  men  are  [aU  the'\  learned ; therefore,  some 
men  are  ambitious.  But  the  minor  proposition,  although  formally 
particular,  involves,  however,  a universal,  to  wit,  its  converse, — 
All  the  learned  are  [«om«]  men, — which  is  equipollent.” — Why 
not,  then,  scientifically  enounce,  (as  I have  done),  without  con- 
version, what  the  thought  of  the  convertend  already  really  and 
vulgarly  involved  ? 

In  all  Figures. — I have  been  not  undoubtful,  whether  the 
syllogisms  of  this  class,  in  which  the  two  premises,  being  the 
same,  are  mutually  interchangeable,  should  be  regarded  as  a single 
or  as  a double  mood.  Considered  abstractly  from  all  matter,  the 
mood  is  single ; for  the  two  premises,  however  arranged,  afford 
only  a repetition  of  the  same  form.  But  so  soon  as  the  form  is 
applied  to  any  matter,  be  it  even  of  a symbolical  abstraction,  the 
distinction  of  a double  mood  emerges,  in  the  possible  interchange 
of  the  now  two  distinguished  premises.  To  the  logicians  this  ques- 
tion was  only  presented  in  the  case  of  Darapti(III.  ii) ; and  on  this 
they  were  divided.  Aristotle  {An.  Pr.  i.  c.  6,  § 6)  contemplates 
only  one  mood  ; but  his  successor,  Theophrastus,  admitted  two, 
( Apuleius,  De  Hah.  Doedr.  Platonis,  L iii.  Op.  p.  38,  Elm.)  Aris- 
totle’s opinion  was  overtly  preferred  by  Alexander,  (ad  locum,  f.  30, 
ed.  Aid.  quoted  above,  p.  427),  and  by  Apuleius,  (/.  c.) ; whilst  that 
of  Theophrastus  was  adopted  by  Porph3rry,  in  his  lost  commentary 
on  the  Prior  Analytics,  and,  though  not  without  hesitation,  by 
Boethius,  {De  Syll.  Categ.  L.  ii.  Op.  pp.  594,  598,  601,  604).  The 
other  Greek  and  Boman  logicians  silently  follow  the  master;  from 
whom,  in  more  modem  times.  Valla  (to  say  nothing  of  others) 
only  differs,  to  reduce,  on  the  counter-extreme,  Cesare  and  Cames- 
tres,  (II.  ix.  a,  and  x.  b),  and,  he  might  have  added,  Disamis 
and  Datisi,  (III.  iv.  v.),  to  a single  mood,  {De  Dial.,  L.  ii.  c.  51). 
(For  the  observations  of  the  Aphrodisian,  see  above,  p.  423  et  seq.) 

To  me  it  appears,  on  reflection,  right  to  allow  in  Darapti  only  a 
single  mood ; because  a second,  simply  arising  through  a first,  and 
through  a transposition,  has,  therefore,  merely  a secondary,  cor- 
relative, and  dependent  existenca  In  this  respect  all  is  differ- 
ent with  Cesare  and  Camestres,  Disamis  and  DatisL  llie  prin- 
ciple here  applies  in  my  doctrine  to  the  whole  clas.s  of  syllogisms 
with  balanced  middle  and  extremes. 
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Fig.  II.  xii.  b. — David  Derodon,  {Log.  Rest.,  Be  Arg.,  c.  ii.  § 51), 
in  canvassing  the  Special  Rule  of  the  Second  Figure, — that  the 
major  premise  should  be  universal,  now  approbates,  now  repro- 
bates syllogisms  of  this  mood ; but  wrong  on  both  alternatives, 
for  his  admissions  and  rejections  are  equally  erroneous.  " Hie 
syllogismus  non  vaJUt : — ‘ Aliquod  animal  est  [aliquod]  rationale ; 
sed  [ullus]  asinus  non  est  [ullus]  rationalis  ; etgo,  [ullus]  asinus 
nonest  [aliquod]  animal.’  ” (P.  635.)  The  syllogism  is  valid;  only 
it  involves  a principle  which  Derodon,  with  the  logicians,  would 
not  allow, — that  in  negatives  the  predicate  could  he  particular. 
(See  p.  623.)  Yet  almost  immediately  thereafter,  in  assailing  the 
rule,  he  says ; — “ At  multi  dantur  syllogismi  constantes  major! 
particulari,  qui  tamen  aunt  recti  ; ut,  — ' Aliquod  animal  non  est 
[ullus]  lapis ; sed  [omnis]  adamas  est  [aliquis]  lapis ; ei;go, 
[ullus]  adamas  non  est  [aliquod]  animal.’  ” ('This  syllogism  is, 
indeed,  II.  iiL  a ; but  he  goes  on :)  “ Item : ‘ Aliquod  animal  est 
[aliquod]  rationale  ; sed  [uUus]  lapis  non  est  [ullus]  rationalis  ; 
ei^.  [ullus]  lapis  non  est  [aliquod]  animal’  ” Now  these  two 
syllogisms  are  both  bad,  as  inferring  what  Derodon  thinks  they  do 
infer, — a negative  conclusion  with,  of  course,  a distributed  predi- 
cate, (p.  623) ; are  both  good,  as  inferring  what  I suppose  them  to 
infer, — a negative  conclusion  with  an  imdistributed  predicate. 

Fig.  III.  viii.  b. — Derodon,  {Ihid.,  § 54),  in  considering  the 
Special  Rule  of  the  Third  Figure, — that  the  minor  premise  should 
be  affirmative, — alleges  the  following  syllogism  as  “ vUioua : ” — 
“ ‘ Omnis  homo  est  [aliquod]  animal ; sed  [ullus]  homo  non  est 
[ullus]  asinus ; ergo,  [ullus]  asinus  non  est  [aliquod]  animal’  ” 
(P.  638.)  It  is  a virtuous  syllogism, — with  a particular  predicate 
(and  not  a universal,  as  our  logician  imagines,)  in  a negative  con- 
clusion.— Again,  (omitting  his  reasoning,  which  is  inept),  he  pro- 
ceeds:— “Hie  vero  syllogismus  non  est  vitiosus,  sed  rectus: — 
‘ [Omnis]  homo  est  [quidam]  rationalis ; sed  [uUus]  homo  non  est 
[ullus]  asinus  [or  Deus] ; ergo,  [ullus]  asinus  [or  Deus]  non  est 
[quidam]  rationalis.’”  This  syllogism  is  indeed  correct;  but 
not,  as  Derodon  would  have  it,  with  a distributed  predicate  in 
the  conclusion.  That  this  conclusion  is  only  true  of  the  asinus, 
jier  accidens,  is  shown  by  the  substitution  of  the  term  Beus ; 
this  showing  his  illation  to  be  formally  absurd. 
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Fig.  III.  iL — Derodon  {Ibid.)  says  : — “ Denique,  conclusionem 
in  tertia  figura  debere  esse  particularem,  non  universalem,  sta- 
tuunt  communiter  Pbilosopbi ; unde  hie  syllogismus  non  valet ; 
— ‘ Omnis  homo  est  [quidam]  rationalis ; sed  omnis  homo  est 
[quoddam]  animal ; ergo,  omne  [quoddam]  animal  est  [quoddam] 
rationale.'  Verum,  licet  conclusio  sit  universalis,  syllogismus 
erit  bonus,  modo,"  &c.,  (p.  638.)  The  syllogism  is,  and  must 
remain,  vicious,  if  the  subject  and  predicate  of  the  conclusion  be 
taken  universally,  whilst  both  are  undistributed  in  the  antecedent 
But  if  taken,  as  they  ought  to  be,  in  the  conclusion  particularly, 
the  syllogism  is  good.  Derodon,  in  his  remarks,  partly  overlooks, 
partly  mistakes,  the  vice. 

Derodon,  criticising  the  Special  Eule  of  the  First  Figure, — that 
the  major  premise  should  be  universal, — says,  inter  alia ; — " At 
multi  dantur  syllogismi  primse  figuim  constantes  major!  particu- 
lar!, qui  tamen  sunt  recti : ut, — ' Aliquod  animal  est  [aliquod] 
rationale;  sed  homo  est  [aliquod]  animal;  eigo,  [!!]  homo  est 
[aliquis]  rationalis : ’ item,”  &c.,  &c.,  (p.  627.)  This  syllogism  is 
vicious  ; the  middle  term,  animal,  being  particular  in  both  its 
quanifications,  affords  no  inference.*' 


XII. 

LOGICAL  NOTATION. 

(See  VoL  I.  pi  305.) 

(a)  Lambert’s  Linear  Notation.^ 

This  very  defective, — indeed  almost  as  bad  as  possible.  It  has 
accordingly  remained  unemployed  by  subsequent  logicians ; and 
although  I think  linear  diagrams  do  afford  the  best  geometrical 
illustration  of  logical  forms,  I have  found  it  necessary  to  adoj)t  a 

a See  above,  p.  324. — Ed.  bert  and  Euler,  see  S.  Maimon,  l>r- 

3 For  I.iambert'8  scheme  of  notation,  tuch  einer  neuea  Logit,  Sect.  iv.  § 7, 
see  his  ffeuu  Organon,  I.  §219;  and  p.  64  e<  se;.  Berlin,  1794. — Ed. 
for  a criticism  of  the  schemes  of  Lam- 
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method  opposite  to  Lambert’s,  in  all  that  is  peculiar  to  him.  I 
have  been  unable  to  adopt,  unable  to  improve,  anything. 

1°,  Indefinite  or  particular  notions  can  only  be  represented  by 
the  relation  of  two  lines,  and  in  two  ways : 1°,  One  being  greater 
than  the  other ; 2°,  One  being  partially  out  of  relation  to  the 
other.  Instead  of  this,  Lambert  professes  to  paint  particularity  by 
a dotted  line,  i.e.,  a line  different  by  an  accidental  quality,  not 
by  an  essential  relation.  But  not  even  to  this  can  he  adhere,  for 
the  same  notion,  the  same  line,  in  different  relations,  is  at  once 
universal  and  particular.  Accordingly,  in  Lambert’s  notation,  the 
relation  of  particularity  in  notions  is  represented  sometimes  by  a 
continuous,  sometimes  by  a dotted  line,  or  not  represented  at  alh 
(See  below,  1*,  1,  2,  3,  4,  5.) 

2°,  This  inconsistency  is  seen  at  its  climax  in  the  case  of  the 
predicate  in  general  affirmatives,  where  that  term  is  particular.  In 
Lambert’s  notation  it,  however,  shows  in  general  as  distributed  or 
universal ; but  in  this  he  has  no  consistency.  (See  1*,  1, 2, 3, 4.) 
But  the  case  is  even  more  absurd  in  negative  propositions,  where 
the  predicate  is  really  taken  in  its  whole  extent,  and  yet  is,  by  the 
dotted  line,  determiuately  marked  as  particular.  (See  4.) 

3°,  The  relation  of  negativity,  or  exclusion,  is  professedly  re- 
presented by  Lambert  in  one  line  beyond,  or  at  the  side  of,  another. 
This  requires  room,  and  is  clumsy,  but  is  not  positively  errone- 
ous:— it  does  express  exclusioiL  But  his  affirmative  proposi- 
tions are  denoted  by  two  unconnected  lines,  one  below  the  other. 
This  is  positively  wrong ; for  here  the  notions  are  equally  out  of 
each  other  as  in  the  lateral  collocation.  But  even  in  this  he  is 
inconsistent ; for  he  as  often  expresses  the  relation  of  negativity 
by  lines  in  the  relation  of  higher  and  lower.  (See  his  whole 
scheme,  and  below,  1,  4.) 

4°,  He  attempts  to  indicate  the  essential  relation  of  the  lines 
by  the  fortuitous  annexation  of  letters,  the  mystery  of  which  I 
have  never  fathomed. 

5“,  Ho  has  no  order  in  the  relation  of  hik  lines.  The  middle 
term  is  not  always  the  middle  line,  and  there  is  no  order  between 
the  extremes.  This  could  not  indeed  bo  from  his  method  of  nota- 
tion ; and  except  it  be  explained  by  the  affixed  letters,  no  one 
could  discover  in  his  lines  the  three  compared  notions  in  a syllo- 
gism, or  guess  at  the  conclusion  inferred.  (See  1 — 5.) 
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6°,  From  poverty  the  same  diagram  is  employed  to  denote  the 
most  different  moods  in  affirmative  and  negative.  (Compare  2 
and  3 with  4) 

7°,  No  order  in  the  terms  in  the  same  figure. 

8°,  Incomplete.  Lambert  can  represent  idtra-total,  &c.,  in- 
clusion in  affirmatives,  but  not  ultra-total  exclusion  in  negatives, 
lias  the  merit  of  noticing  this  relation. 

9°,  Lambert — but  it  is  needless  to  proceed.  What  has  been 
already  said,  shows  that  Lambert’s  scheme  of  linear  notation  is,  in 
all  its  parts,  a failure,  being  only  a corruption  of  the  good,  and  a 
blundering  and  incongruous  jumble  of  the  natural  and  conven- 
tioned.  The  only  marvel  is,  how  so  able  a mathematician  should 
have  propounded  two  such  worthless  mathematical  methods.  But 
Lambert’s  geometrical  is  worse  even  than  algebraic  notation. 

To  vindicate  what  I have  said,  it  wUl  be  enough  to  quote  his 
notation  of  the  moods  of  the  Third  Figure,  (I.  p.  133),  which  I 
shall  number  for  the  previous  references. 


III.  Figure. 


1.*  Dampti.  ....  C c . . . . 

M m 

. . . . B b . . . . 

1.  Fulapton.  M m C 

B b .... 

2.  Diaaniia.  B b 

M m 

. . .C 

3.  Datigi.  C c 

M m 

. . B 

4.  Bocardo.  B b 

M m 

C 

6.  Ferison.  M m C o 


. . B 


c 
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(6)  Notation  by  Maass. 

Professor  Maass  of  Halle,"  discontented,  not  unreasonably,  with 
the  geometrical  notations  of  Lambert  and  Euler,  has  himself  pro- 
posed another,  compared  with  which  those  of  his  predecessors 
show  as  absolutely  perfect.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  despatch  this 
scheme  with  a very  few  remarks.  To  use  it  is  wholly  impossible; 
and  even  the  ingenious  author  himself  has  stated  it  towards  the 
conclusion  of  his  Logic  (§  495 — 512),  in  the  course  of  which,  it  is 
not,  (if  I recollect  aright,)  honoured  with  a single  reference.  It  is, 
however,  curious  as  the  only  attempt  made  to  illustrate  Logic, 
not  by  the  relations  of  geometrical  quantities,  but  by  the  relations 
of  geometrical  relations, — angles. 

1°,  It  is  fundamentally  wrong  in  principle.  For  example, 
Maass  proposes  to  represent  coinclusive  notions,  notions,  there- 
fore, to  be  thought  as  the  same,  by  the  angles  of  a triangle,  which 
cannot  possibly  be  imaged  as  united,  for  surely  the  identityjof  the 
concepts,  “ triangle,”  " trilateral,”  and  “ figure  with  angles  equal  to 
two  right  angles, ”is  not  illumined  by  awarding  each  to  a separate 
comer  of  the  figure.  On  the  contrary,  coexclusive  notions  he 
represents  by  angles  in  similar  triangles  and  these  can  easily  be 
conceived  as  superposed.  The  same  may  be  said  of  co-ordinates. 
But,  waving  the  objection  that  the  different  angles  of  a figure,  as 
necessarily  thought  out  of  each  other,  are  incapable  of  typifying, 
by  their  coincidence,  notions  to  be  thought  as  coinclusive, — it  is 
further  evident,  that  the  angles  of  an  equilateral  triangle  cannot 
naturally  denote  reciprocal  or  wholly  identical  notions,  in  contrast 
to  others  partially  identical ; for  every  angle  of  every  triangle 
infers, — necessitates, — contains,  if  you  will, — the  whole  of  every 
other,  equally  as  do  the  several  angles  of  an  equilateral  triangle. 

2°,  But  Maass  is  not  consistent  He  gives,  for  instance,  a tri- 
angle (Fig.  12)  to  illustrate  the  subordination  of  one  notion  to 
another ; and  yet  he  represents  the  lower  or  contained  notion  by 
an  obtuser,  the  higher  or  containing  notion  by  an  acuter,  angla 

3°,  The  scheme  is  unmanifest, — in  fact,  nothing  can  be  less  ob- 

a Grvmdrist  der  Logik,  1793.  I Maass’  scheme  of  notation  ; for  his  Lo~ 
qnoto  from  the  fourth  edition,  1823.  gic  is  one  of  the  best  compends  pub* 
1 regret  the  necessity  imposed  on  lished  even  in  Germany, 
me  of  speaking  in  the  way  I do  of 
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trusiva  It  illustrates  the  obscure  by  the  obscure,  or,  rather,  it 
obscures  the  clear.  Kequiriug  itself  a painful  study  to  compre- 
hend its  import,  (if  comprehended  it  be),  instead  of  informing 
the  understanding  through  the  eye,  it  at  best  only  addresses  the 
eye  through  the  understanding.  Difficult, — we  only  regret  that 
it  had  not  been  impossihla 

4°,  It  is  clumsy,  operose,  complex,  and  superfluoua  For,  to 
represent  a notion  denoted  by  a single  angle,  it  is  compelled  to 
give  the  redundance  of  a whole  triangle  ; and  three  repugnant 
notions  demand  an  apparatus  of  three  several  figures,  and  six 
vacant  angles.  In  fact,  the  only  manifestation  to  which  this 
scheme  of  angles  can  pretend,  is  borrowed  from  the  scheme  of 
figures  which  it  proposes  to  supersede 

5°,  It  is  wholly  dependent  upon  the  accidents  of  foreign  aid. 
To  let  it  work  at  all,  it  calls  into  its  assistance  an  indefinite 
plurality  of  figures,  a Greek  and  Latin  alphabet,  combinations  of 
letters  straight  and  deflected,  and  an  assortment  of  lines,  thick 
and  thin,  plain  and  dotted.  I have  counted  one  diagram  of  the 
eighteen,  and  find  that  it  is  brought  to  bear  through  three  varie- 
ties of  line,  four  triangles,  and  eleven  letters. 

It  is  needless  to  enumerate  its  other  faults, — its  deficiencies, 
excesses,  ambiguities,  &c. ; tranmU  in  pace, 

(c)  The  Author’s  Notation.— No.  I.  Linear. 

The  notation  previously  spoken  of,“  represents  every  various 
syllogism  in  all  the  accidents  of  its  external  form.  But  as  the 
number  of  Moods  in  Syllogisms  Analytic  and  Synthetic,  Intensive 
and  Extensive,  Unfigured  and  Figured,  (and  of  this  in  all  the 
figures,)  is  the  same ; and  as  a reasoning,  essentially  identical, 
may  he  carried  through  the  same  numerical  mood,  in  every  genus 
and  species  of  syllogism : — it  seems,  as  we  should  wish  it,  that 
there  must  be  possible  also,  a notation  precisely  manifesting  the 
modal  process,  in  all  its  essential  dijfferences,  hut,  at  the  same 
time,  in  its  internal  identity,  abstract  from  every  accidental  variety 
of  external  form.  The  anticipation  and  wish  are  realised ; and 
realised  with  the  utmost  clearness  and  simplicity,  in  a notation 
which  fulfils,  and  alone  fulfils,  these  conditions.  This  notation 
a Se«  Tabular  Scheme  at  the  end  oI  the  present  rdome. — En. 
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I have  long  employed : and  the  two  following  are  specimens. 
Herein,  four  common  lines  are  all  the  requisites : three  (horizon- 
tal) to  denote  the  terms;  one  (two  ? — perpendicular)  or  the  want 
of  it,  at  the  commencement  of  comparison,  to  express  the  quality 
of  affirmation  or  of  negation ; whilst  quantity  is  marked  by  the 
relative  length  of  a terminal  line  within,  and  its  indefinite  excur- 
rence  before,  the  limit  of  comparison.  This  notation  can  repre- 
sent equally  total  and  ultra-total  distribution,  in  simple  Syllogism 
and  in  Sorites ; it  shows,  at  a glance,  the  competence  or  incompe- 
tence of  any  conclusion ; and  every  one  can  easily  evolve  it. 


Of  these : the  former,  with  its  converse,  includes,  Darii,  Dabi- 
tis,  Datisi,  Disarms,  Dimaris,  &c.;  whilst  the  latter,  with  its  con- 
verse, includes  Celarent,  Cesare,  Celanes,  Camestres,  Cameles, 
&c.  But  of  these,  those  which  are  represented  by  the  same  dia- 
gram are,  though  in  different  figures,  formerly,  the  same  mood. 
For  in  this  scheme,  each  of  the  thirty-six  moods  has  its  peculiar 
diagram ; whereas,  in  all  the  other  geometrical  schemes  hitherto 
proposed,  (whether  by  lines,  angles,  triangles,  squares,  parallelo- 
grams, or  circles,)  the  same  (complex)  diagram  is  necessarily 
employed  to  represent  an  indefinite  plurality  of  moods.  Tliese 
schemes  thus  tend  rather  to  complicate,  than  to  explicate, — 
rather  to  darken,  than  to  clear  up. — The  principle  of  this  nota- 
tion may  be  realised  in  various  forms.® 


The  problem,  in  general,  is  to  manifest  by  the  differences  and 
relations  of  geometrical  quantities  (lines  or  figures),  the  differences 
and  relations  of  logical  forms.  The  comparative  excellence  of  any 
scheme  in  solution  of  this  problem  will  be  in  proportion  as  it  is, 
1°,  Easy ; 2°,  Simple ; 3°,  Compendious ; 4°,  All-sufficient ; 5°, 
Consistent ; 6°,  Manifest ; 7“,  Precise ; 8°,  Complete. 

In  the  scheme  proposed  by  me, 

1°,  I denote  terms  or  notions  by  straight  lines ; and,  as  a syllo- 

a Reprinted  from  DiacuMtoiu,  p.  657.  tions  denoted  by  the  disgruns,  see 
For  a farther  explanation  of  the  rela-  above,  voL  L p.  189. — Ei>. 
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(jism  is  constituted  by  three  related  notions,  it  will,  of  coarse,  be 
represented  by  three  related  lines. 

2°,  I indicate  the  correlation  of  notions  by  the  order  and  par- 
allel coextension  of  lines.  (The  perpendicular  order  and  hori- 
zontal extension,  here  adopted,  is  arbitrary.) 

3°,  Lines,  like  notions,  are  only  immediately  related  to  those 
with  which  they  stand  in  proximity.  Hence  the  intermediate 
line  in  our  diagram,  representing  the  middle  term  of  a syllogism, 
is  in  direct  relation  with  the  lines,  representing  the  extremes, 
whereas  the  latter  are  only  in  mutual  correlation  through  it 

4°,  The  relative  quantity  of  notions  is  expressed  by  the  com- 
parative length  of  the  related  lines.  In  so  far  as  a line  com- 
mences, (here  on  the  left,)  before  another,  it  is  out  of  relation 
with  it, — is  indefinite  and  unknown.  Where  a line  terminates 
under  relation,  (here  towards  the  right,)  it  ceases  absolutely  to  he. 
A line  beginning  and  ending  in  relation,  indicates  a whole  no- 
tion. A line,  beginning  before  or  ending  after  its  correlative, 
indicates  the  part  of  a notion. 

5°,  The  kinds  of  correlation.  Affirmation  and  Negation,  are 
shown  by  the  connection,  or  non-connection,  of  the  lines,  (here 
from  the  left).  The  connection,  (here  a perpendicular  line,)  indi- 
cates the  identity,  or  coinclusion,  of  the  connected  terms ; the 
absence  of  this  denotes  the  opposite.  The  lines  in  positive  or 
affirmative  relation  are  supposed  capable  of  being  slid  into  each 
other. 

This  geometric  scheme  seems  to  recommend  itself  by  all  the 
virtues  of  such  a representation,  and  thus  stands  favourably  con- 
trasted with  any  other.  For  it  is  easy, — simple, — compendious, 
— all-sufficient, — consistent, — manifest, — precise, — complete. 

1°,  Easy. — Linear  diagrams  are  more  easily  and  rapidly  drawn 
than  those  of  figure ; and  the  lines  in  this  scheme  require,  in 
fact,  no  symbols  at  all  to  mark  the  terminal  differences,  far  less 
the  double  letterings  found  necessary  by  Lambert. 

2°,  Simple. — Lines  denote  the  quantity  and  correlation  of  no- 
tions far  more  simply  than  do  any  geometric  figures.  In  those 
there  is  nothing  redundant ; all  is  significant. 

3°  Compendious. — In  this  respect  lines,  as  is  evident,  are  far 
preferable  to  figures ; but  Lambert’s  linear  scheme  requires  more 
than  double  the  space  sufficient  for  that  here  proposed. 
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A",  All-eujfficinit.  — Any  scheme  by  figures,  and  Lambert’s 
scheme  by  lines,  is,  in  itself,  unintelbgible ; and  depends  on  the 
annexation  of  accidental  symbols,  to  enable  it  to  mark  out  the 
differences  and  relations  of  terms.  Lambert,  likewise,  endeav- 
ours to  supply  this  exigency  by  another  means, — by  the  fortuit- 
ous quality  (his  dottings)  of  certain  lines.  In  our  scheme  lines, 
simple  lines,  and  lines  alone,  are  sufficient 

6°,  ConaisUrU. — Lambert’s  linear  scheme  is  a mere  jumble  of 
inconsistencies.  Compared  with  his,  those  by  figures  are,  in 
this  respect,  far  preferable. — But  the  present  linear  scheme  is  at 
once  thoroughgoing,  unambiguous,  and  consistent 

6°,  Manifest. — In  this  essential  condition,  all  other  geometri- 
cal illustrations  are  lamentably  defective.  In  those  by  figure, 
each  threefold  diagram,  typifying  an  indefinite  plurality  of  moods, 
requires  a painful  consideration  to  extract  out  of  it  any  perti- 
nent elucidation ; this  is,  in  fact,  only  brought  to  bear  by  the 
foreign  aid  of  contingent  symbols.  Nor  can  these  schemes  pro- 
perly represent  to  the  eye  the  relation  of  the  toto-total  identity 
of  a plurality  of  terms ; the  intention  requires  to  be  intimated 
by  the  external  accident  of  signs.  Lambert’s  lines  sink,  in  gen- 
eral, even  below  the  figures,  in  this  respect. — But  as  lines  are 
here  applied,  the  sole  pertinent  inference  leaps  at  once  to  sense 
and  understanding. 

V,  Precise. — Ambiguity,  vagueness,  vacillation,  redundancy, 
and  withal  inadequacy,  prevail  in  the  other  schemes.  In  those 
by  figure,  one  diagram  is  sometimes  illustrative  of  as  many  as  a 
dozen  moods,  positive  and  negative ; and  a single  mood  may  fall 
to  be  represented  by  four  diagrams,  and  perhaps  in  six  several 
ways.  Lambert’s  lines  are  even  worse. — In  our  scheme,  on  the 
contraiy,  every  mood  has  a diagram  applicable  to  itself,  and  to 
itself  exclusively,  whilst  every  possible  variety  of  its  import  has 
a corresponding  possible  variety  of  linear  diffetence. 

8°,  Complete. — In  this  last  and  all  important  condition,  every 
scheme,  hitherto  proposed,  is^found  to  fail.  A thoroughgoing, 
adequate,  and  pliant  geometric  method  ought  equally  and  at  once 
to  represent  the  logical  moods  in  the  Unfigured  and  Figiued  Syllo- 
gism, in  the  Syllogism  Synthetic  and  Analytic,  in  Extension  and 
Intension, — this,  too,  in  all  their  mutual  convertibilities,  and  in  all 
their  individual  varieties.  This  our  scheme  performs ; but  exclu- 
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sively.  So  much,  in  general  Again,  in  particular  : — Of  the 
figures,  circles  and  triangles  are  necessarily  inept  to  represent  the 
ultra-total  coinclusion  or  coexclusion  of  terms, — in  a word,  all  the 
relations  of  proportion,  except  totality  and  indefinite  partiality ; 
whilst  quadrilateral  figures  are,  if  not  wholly  incompetent  to  this, 
operose  and  clumsy.  Lambert’s  linear  method  is  incompetent  to 
it  in  negatives ; and  such  inability  ought  to  have  opened  his  eyes 
upon  the  defects  of  his  whole  plan,  for  this  was  a problem  which 
he  expressly  proposed  to  accomplish. — The  present  scheme,  on 
the  other  hand,  simply  and  easily  performs  this,  in  affirmation 
and  negation,  and  with  any  minuteness  of  detail. 


Authoe’s  Scheme  of  Notation— Unfigcked  and  Figdked 
Syllogism — No.  II. 

(1853.)  The  following  Diagram  affords  a condensed  view  of 
my  other  scheme  of  Syllogistic  Notation,  fragments  of  which, 
in  detail,  will  be  found  in  Mr  Thomson’s  Outli-M  of  ihe  Laws 
of  Thought,  and  in  Mr  Baynes’  Essay  on  ihe  New  Analytic  of 
Logical  Forms.  The  paragraphs  appended  will  supply  the  neces- 
sary explanations. 
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Either  or  Neither. 


1. )  A Proposition,  (Siatmj/io,  %ntervaUwm.,Trp6ra(Ti<;,  literally 
prolensio,  the  stretching  out  of  a line  from  point  to  point),  is  a 
mutual  relation  of  two  terms  {opoi)  or  extremes  {axpa).  Tliis  is 
therefore  well  represented, — The  two  terms,  by  two  letters,  and 
their  relation,  by  a line  extended  between  them. 

2. )  A Syllogism  is  a complexus  of  Three  Terms  in  Three  Pro- 
positions.— It  is,  therefore,  adequately  typified  by  a Triangle, — 
by  a Figure  of  three  lines  or  sides. 
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3.)  As  upwards  and  downwards  is  a procedure  arbitrary  in  the 
diagram,  the  diagram  indicates  that  we  can,  indifferently,  either 
proceed  from  the  Premises  (rationes)  to  the  Conclusion  {ratio- 
natum),  or  from  the  Conclusion  to  the  Premises ; the  process 
being  only  in  different  points  of  view,  either  Synthetic  or  Ana- 
lytic. (An  exclusive  and  one-sided  view,  be  it  remembered,  has 
given  an  inadequate  name  to  what  are  called  Premises  and  Con- 
clusion.) 

4)  nationally  and  historically,  there  is  no  ground  for  consti- 
tuting that  Premise  into  Major  which  is  enounced  first,  or  that 
Premise  into  Minor  which  is  enounced  last.  (See  after,  p.  697, 
&c.)  The  moods  of  what  is  called  the  Fourth  Figure,  and  the 
Indirect  moods  of  the  First  Figure,  are  thus  identified. — In  the 
diagram,  accordingly,  it  is  shown,  that  as  right  or  left  in  the 
order  of  position  is  only  accidental,  so  is  first  or  last  in  the  order 
of  expression. 

5.)  The  diagram  truly  represents,  by  its  various  concentric 
triangles,  the  Unfigured  Syllogism,  as  involving  the  Figured, 
and,  of  the  latter,  the  First  Figure  as  involving  the  two  others. 
(In  fact,  the  whole  differences  of  Figure  and  Figures  are  acciden- 
tal ; Moods  alone  are  essential,  and  in  any  Figure  and  in  none, 
these  are  always  the  same  and  the  same  in  number.) 

G.)  Depth  and  Breadth,  Subject  and  Predicate,  are  denoted  by 
the  thick  and  thin  ends  of  the  same  propositional  line. 

7.  ) Depth  and  Breadth  are  quantities  always  coexistent,  always 
correlative,  each  being  always  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  the  other. — 
This  is  well  shown  in  the  connection  and  contrast  of  a line  gradu- 
ally diminishing  or  increasing  in  thickness  from  end  to  end. 

8. )  But  though  always  coexistent,  and  consequently,  always, 
to  some  amount,  potentially  inferring  each  other,  still  we  cannot, 
without  the  intervention  of  an  actual  inference,  at  once  jump 
from  the  one  quantity  to  the  other, — change,  per  saltum,  Predicate  . 
into  Subject  and  Subject  into  Predicate.  We  must  proceed  gra- 
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datim.  We  cannot  arbitrarily  commute  the  quantities,  in  passing 
from  the  Quaesitum  to  the  Premises,  or  in  our  transition  from  the 
Premises  to  the  Conclusion.  When  this  is  apparently  done  (as 
in  the  Indirect  moods  of  the  First  Figure  and  in  all  the  moods 
of  the  Fourth,)  the  procedure  is  not  only  unnatural,  but  virtually 
complex  and  mediate  ; the  mediacy  being  concealed  by  the  conceal- 
ment of  the  mental  inference  xohich  recdly  jrrecedes. — Indicated  by 
the  line  and  broken  line  for  the  First  Figure. 

9. )  In  Syllogism,  Figure  and  the  varieties  of  Figure  are  deter- 
mined by  the  counter  relations  of  Subject  and  Predicate  sub- 
sisting between  the  syllogistic  terms, — between  the  Middle  and 
Extremes. — All  adequately  represented. 

10. )  Figure  and  the  differences  of  Figures  all  depending  upon 
the  difference  of  the  mutual  contrast  of  Subject  and  Predicate 
between  the  syllogistic  terms ; consequently,  if  this  relation  be 
abolished, — if  these  terms  be  made  all  Subjects,  (or  it  may  be  all 
Predicates),  the  distinction  of  Figure  will  be  abolished  also.  (We 
do  not  abolish,  be  it  noted,  the  Syllogism,  but  we  recall  it  to  one 
simple  form.) — And  this  is  represented  in  the  diagram.  For  as 
the  opposition  of  Subject  and  Predicate,  of  Depth  and  Breadth, 
is  shown  in  the  opposition  of  the  thick  and  thin  ends  of  the 
same  tapering  line ; so  where  (as  in  the  outmost  triangle)  the 
propositional  lines  are  of  uniform  breadth,  it  is  hereby  shown, 
that  all  such  opposition  is  sublated. 

1 1. )  It  is  manifest,  that,  as  we  consider  the  Predicate  or  the 
Subject,  the  Breadth  or  the  Depth,  as  principal,  will  the  one 
premise  of  the  Syllogism  or  the  other  be  Major  or  Minor ; the 
Major  Premise  in  the  one  quantity  being  Minor  Premise  in  the 
other. — Shown  out  in  the  diagram. 

1 2. )  But  as  the  First  Figure  is  that  alone  in  which  there  is  such 
a difference  of  relation  between  the  Syllogistic  Terras, — between 
tlie  Middle  and  Extremes ; so  in  it  alone  is  such  a distinction 
between  the  Syllogistic  Propositions  realised. — By  the  diagram 
this  is  made  apparent  to  the  eye. 
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13. )  In  the  Unfigured  Syllogism,  and  in  the  Second  and  Third 
Figures,  there  is  no  diflerence  between  the  Major  and  Minor 
Terms,  and,  consequently,  no  distinction  (more  than  one  arbi- 
trary and  accidental)  of  Major  and  Minor  Propositions. — All 
conspicuously  typified. 

14. )  All  Figured  Syllogisms  have  a Double  Conclusion  ; but 
in  the  difierent  figures  in  a different  way. — This  is  well  repre- 
sented. 

15. )  The  Double  Conclusions,  both  equally  direct,  in  the 
Second  and  Third  Figures,  are  shown  in  the  crossing  of  two 
counter  and  corresponding  liues.  The  logicians  are  at  fault  in 
allowing  Indirect  Conclusions  in  these  two  figures,  nor  is  Aris- 
totle an  exception.  (See  /V..  Au.,  I.,  vii.  § 4.) 

16. )  The  Direct  and  Indirect  Conclusions  in  the  First  Figure 
are  distinctly  typified  by  a common  and  by  a broken  line ; the 
broken  line  is  placed  immediately  under  the  other,  and  may 
thus  indicate,  that  it  represents  only  a reflex  of, — a consequence 
through  the  other,  (icar  dvaKkaarit',  reflexim,  per  rejlexionem.) 
— The  diagram,  therefore,  can  show,  that  the  Indirect  moods  of 
the  First  Figure,  as  well  as  all  the  moods  of  the  Fourth,  ought 
to  be  reduced  to  merely  mediate  inferences  ; — that  is,  to  conclu- 
sions from  conclusions  of  the  conjugations  or  premises  of  the 
First  Figure.* 


[The  following  Table  affords  a view  in  detail  of  the  Author’s 
Scheme  of  Syllogistic  Notation,  and  of  the  valid  Syllogistic 
Moods,  (in  Figure),  on  his  doctrine  of  a quantified  Predicate. 
In  each  Figure,  (three  only  being  allowed),  there  are  12  Affirma- 
tive and  24  Negative  moods ; in  all  36  moods.  The  Table  ex- 
hibits in  detail  the  12  Affirmative  Moods  of  each  Figure,  and 
the  24  Negative  Moods  of  the  First  Figure,  with  the  appropriate 
notation. 

a Reprinted  from  DUrvtsions,  p.  657-661. — Ed. 
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The  letters  C,  F,  each  the  third  letter  ia  its  respective  alpha- 
bet, denote  the  extremes ; the  letter  M denotes  the  middle  term 
of  the  syllogism.  Definite  quantity,  {all,  any),  is  indicated  by 
the  sign  (:) ; indefinite  quantity,  {somt),  by  the  sign  (,  or  The 
horizontal  tapering  line  ( — ' ) indicates  an  affirmative  re- 

lation between  the  subject  and  predicate  of  the  proposition. 
Negation  is  marked  by  a perpendicular  line  crossing  the  hori- 
zontal (— j ).  The  negative  syllogisms,  in  all  the  Figures, 
are  exactly  double  the  number  of  the  aflSrmative ; for  every 
affirmative  affords  a double  negative,  as  each  of  its  premises 
may  be  marked  by  a negative.  In  Extension,  the  broad  end  of 
the  line  denotes  the  subject,  the  pointed  end  the  predicate.  In 
Comprehension  this  is  reversed  ; the  pointed  end  indicating  the 
subject,  the  broad  end  the  predicate.  By  the  pre.sent  scheme  of 
notation,  we  are  thus  able  to  read  a Syllogism  both  in  Extension 
and  in  Comprehension.  The  line  beneath  the  three  terms  de- 
notes the  relation  of  the  extremes  of  the  conclusion.  Predesig- 
nation  of  the  conclusion  is  marked  only  when  its  terms  obtain 
a different  quantity  from  what  they  hold  in  the  premises.  Ac- 
cordingly, when  not  marked,  the  quantification  of  the  premises 
is  held  repeated  in  the  conclusion.  In  the  Second  and  Third 
Figures, — a line  is  inserted  above  as  well  as  below  the  terms  of 
the  syllogism,  to  express  the  double  conclusion  in  those  figures. 
The  symbol  yw  shows  that  \Vhen  the  premises  are  converted, 
the  syllogism  remains  in  the  same  mood ; shows  that 

the  two  moods  between  which  it  stands  are  convertible  into  each 
other  by  conversion  of  their  premises.  The  middle  term  is  said 
to  be  Balanced,  when  it  is  taken  definitely  in  both  premises. 
The  extremes  are  balanced,  when  both  are  taken  definitely  ; 
unbalanced,  when  the  one  is  definite,  and  the  other  is  not 

The  Table  here  given  exhibits  the  Author's  final  arrangement 
of  the  Syllogistic  Moods.  The  Moods  are  either  A),  Balanced, 
or  B),  Unbalanced..  In  the  former  class  both  Terms  and  Propo- 
sitions are  Balanced,  and  it  contains  two  moods, — i. ; ii.  In  the 
latter  class  there  are  two  subdivisions.  For  either  a),  the  Terms 
are  Unbalanced, — iii.  iv. ; or  b),  both  the  Tenns  and  Proposi- 
tions are  Unbalanced, — v.  vi. ; vii.  viii. ; ix.  x. ; xi.  xii. 

It  should  be  observed  that  the  arrangement  of  the  order  of 
Moods  given  in  the  present  Table,  differs  from  that  of  the  earlier 
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scheme  printed  above,  p.  293  et  seq.  The  following  is  flie  cor- 
respondence in  the  order  of  moods  : — ^ . 


Present  tod 
Final  Table. 

I. 

corresponds  to 

Ksrller 

Table. 

I. 

II. 

... 

II. 

III. 

XL 

IV. 

XII. 

V. 

VII. 

VI. 

VIII. 

VII. 

III. 

vnr. 

IV. 

L\. 

V. 

X. 

VI. 

XI. 

IX. 

XII. 

...  ... 

X. 

The  order  of  the  earlier  table  is  that  given  by  Mr  Baynes,  in  the 
scheme  of  notation  printed  at  p.  7G  of  his  Essay  on  the  New 
Analytic.  The  order  of  the  present  table  corresponds  with  that 
given  by  Dr  Thomson  in  his  Laws  of  Thought,  p.  244, 3d  edition, 
1853.— Ed.] 
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SCHEME  OF  NOTATION- 
TABLE  OF  SYLLO 

A.  AFFIKMATrVE  MOODS. 

Fig.  II. 


i.  C: :M:  ;r  C: :M 


-:r 


ii.  c. ; M : — ..r  C, : M : 


iiL  C» 


M.  :r  C, ;M,  :T 


X 


iv.  C: , M : ^.r  C: , M : ,r 

V.  C, ; M,  ,r  C, ; M , — ,r 


X 


vi-  C, , M ; ,r  C, » M ; J 


vii.  C>—  : M ; ,r  C: : M : ,r 


viii.  C. : M ; ;r  C, : M:  :T 


ix.  C; : M.  :T  C: : M,  .r 


X 


X.  C: . M : iF  C: , M : : 


.r 


xi.  C: : M,  .r  C: : M,  ,r 


^ xii.  C, , M : :F  C, , M ; S 


A.  i.  and  ii,  are  Balanced.  B.  The  other  moods  are  UnJfalanced.  Of  these,  iii 
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-FIGURED  SYLLOGISM. 
(jGISTIC  MOODS. 

Fio.  in. 


C: ; M : -.r  . j a 

— 333 — ■ lb 


B.  NEGATIVE  MOODS. 

Fig.  I. 


C;-+— 

:M  : 
1 

T 

C: 

:lll  : 

r 

c.^— 

:M  : 

— J 

c. 

:M  : 

r 

C,H— 

:r 

c. 

4- 

4— T 

C:-4— 

, M; 

— -.r 

C: 

•f 

-f— .r 

c.-H 

— ^,r 

c. — 

:M. 

4— .r 

C.4- 

— -.r 

c« — ' 

.j: 

4— T 

C’H — 

:M  : 

— ,r 

c- — 

: ; 
1 

4— >r 

C.4— 

:M  : 
1 

T 

c. — 

:M: 

4—=r 

C--h- 

:]jf. 

:r 

C: 

4-^r 

C=H — 

— r 

C: — ■ 

c=-l— 

— -,r 

C: 

4-.r 

C»  1 " 

,M: 

— .r 

c, 

— 1 

4-’r 

31.  and  iv.  are  nalialanccd  in  terms  only,  not  in  proposition.s ; the  rest  in  both. 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


I N I)  E X. 


Abstract  or  General  Logic,  Logic. 

Abstraction  or  Gentralilation,  w&kt,  L 
12j5 ; 147  8 : its  RynonytiiB, 

Academical  Diapniation,  ii.  224<5. 

Accidents,  or  Extrinsic  Denominations, 
what,  L 217. 

Acquisition  of  Knowledge,  doctrine  of, 
sctf  Logic. 

AfFections  or  Passions,  as  a source  of 
error,  see  Krror,  Causes  of. 

Afnnius,  uuoted  on  the  nature  of  experi* 
eoce,  ii.  156. 

Apicola,  Rodolphns,  L 282. 

Alliertus  Magnus,  referred  to  on  genus  of 
logic,  i,  ^ quoted  on  province  of  Lo- 
gic,  27j  (quoted  on  quautilicatiou  of 
pr^icate,  li.  816. 

Aldrich,  Dean,  his  Coi/ipm/fiVm,  L 2^ 
his  abusive  eniployinent  of  the  terms 
hvpoihfiical  and  condUionalf  236  ; his 
anuse  of  the  phrase  propotUio  exposita^ 
263  ; 350. 

Alexamler  of  AphrodLsias,  the  oldest  com- 
mentator on  Aristotle,  L ^ referred 
to  as  to  his  use  of  the  term  Aoyuri), 
ib. ; has  the  distinction  of  Abstract 
or  General  and  Applied  or  Special 
I/:)gic,  fi3 ; bis  illustration  of  the  dis- 
tinction, 53-4.  Me  Logic ; 282  ; 283  : 
on  principle  of  name  of  major  and 
minor  terms,  294;  806;  ^ ; referred  to 
on  quantity  of  hypothetical  syllogisms, 
348 ; 3i*l : 414  : il.  8;  2^ ; quoted  on 
quantification  of  pr^icate,  8(fe-10 ; his 
^und  of  the  discrimination  of  major 
and  minor  terms  in  the  second  and  tliml 
Fif^res,  416-7 ; certain  early  Greek 
logicians  mentioned  by,  who  recognised 
no  roqior  or  minor  term  in  the  second 
and  tnird  Figures,  418 ; (and  Her- 
minus),  quoted  on  flgure  of  syllogism, 
428-8. 

Alexander  de  Ales,  or  Alen.sis,  held  the 
law  of  Contradtction  to  be  the  primary 
principle  of  knowledge,  L 92 ; but,  in 
fact,  identified  it  with  that  oTExcluded 
Middle,  ib. 

AUtedius,  on  the  principle  of  Contmdic* 


tion,  L 88 ; partially  antici{«ated  Lam- 
bert in  tlie  use  of  {Mrallel  lines  as  logi- 
cal notation,  256. 

Alvarex,  L 456. 

Aminonius  Hermia>,  referred  to  on  genus 
of  Logic,  L ^ 54 ; im  the  principle  of 
Contnulirtion,  8^  101 ; 22^  245 ; 
279  ; 838  ; 891  ; referred  to  on  the 
Aoyor  or  rmfier,  468  ; 466  ; ii.  8 ; 

referred  to  on  Division  and  its  various 
kinds,  22 ; referred  to  on  Greek  article, 
^2 ; quote*!  on  quantihestion  of  pre- 
dicate, 305-6,  810-2  ; quoted  on  Hypo- 
thetical  (Conjunctive)  and  Disjunctive 
Syllogisms,  806-7 ; (and  Philoponus), 
their  ground  of  the  discrimination  of 
nmior  an<l  minor  terms  in  the  second 
ana  third  Figures,  416. 

Analogy,  what,  ii.  165-6 : 170-71 ; founded 
on  the  principle  of  Philoiopliieal  Prt- 
tumpfio?!,  Iii6;  its  agreement  with  and 
distinction  from  Induction.  j06-7 ; has 
two  essential  conditions,  171-2 ; sum- 
niary  of  the  doctrine  of,  172 ; Induction 
and  Analogy  compared  together,  172-3 ; 
these  do  not  afford  absolute  certainty, 
173-4  ; authors  referred  to  on,  174. 

An'alysla,  $te  Method. 

Analytic^  name  emjdoyed  by  Aristotle 
to  denote  a particular  part  of  Logic, 
1.  8. 

Anaximenes,  of  LaiupHacus,  the  treatise 
lifuioric  to  Alexander  attributed  to,  L 
890. 

Ancillon,  Frederic,  referred  to,  L 44. 

Andreas,  Antonius,  the  first  to  explicate 
the  law  of  Mentity  as  a co-oitlinate 
principle,  L fiL 

Amtehaunng,  expresses  what  is  common  to 
Perception  and  Imagination,  as  opposed 
to  Conception,  viz.,  the  individuality 
and  iinme^acy  of  tlieir  objects,  L 126-7 ; 
183 ; can  be  translated  into  English 
only  by  hxtuUioHf  but  ambiguously, 

A hthoUxfia  Gntta,  L 393. 

its  character  and  meaning,  it 

28, 
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ApodeUtict  employed  by  Arintotle  to  de- 
note a partit'ular  part  of  Logic,  L 8* 
iu  use  by  Aristotle,  L 226. 

Apophantic,  tet  Judgments,  Doctrine  of. 

Ap]^ied  Logic^  the  expression,  how  em- 
ployed by  Kant,  L 6^  can  only  with 
propriety  be  used  to  denote  Special  or 
Concrete  Logic,  and  is  improperly  em- 
ployed as  a designation  of  Mouiti^  Lo- 
gic. 61. 

Apoleius,  L 414. 

Aquinas,  St  Thomas,  L 5^  referred  to  on 
claasitication  of  the  Categories,  ^K) ; hU 
dehnition  of  truth  quoted,  iL  liSi 

Arabian  ScbcKilmen,  viewed  Logic  as  a 
science,  L & 

TV  distinguished  by  Aris- 

totle from  the  tv  yWerwc,  i,  96. 

Argnmentf  properly  denotes  the  middle 
notion  in  a reasoning,  L 278  ; how  de- 
hneti  by  the  Latin  Rhetoricians,  278-9 ; 
often  employed  as  coextensive  with 
argumentation,  279. 

Aristotelians,  ancient  Greek,  denied  Ix>gic 
to  be  either  science  or  art,  l 9 ; their 
views  on  the  ubject-inatter  of^Logic, 


Aristotelians,  mo«lem,  many  of  them 
maioUined  Lo^ic  to  1>e  an  art,  L 9. 

Aristotclir  questions,  yinsiV,  Ac.,  referml 
to,  ii.  158. 

Aristotle,  quoted,  L 5j  his  employment 
of  the  term  Z>i'a/«cfic,  did  not  define 
Logic,  ^ his  relation  to  views  of  the 
nature  and  domain  of  Logic,  26-7  ; by 
far  the  greater  numlier  of  his  logical 
writings  lost,  2^  none  of  his  treatises 
affords  a view”^  Logic  from  a central 
i g*ve  no  general  definition  of 
gic,  ib.  ; said  that  medicine  b^ns 
where  the  philosophy  of  nature  leaves 
off,  66j  emphaticaily  enounced  the  law 
of  Contradiction,  8Z_l  explicitly  enoun- 
co<l  the  principle  of  Excluded  Middle, 
lHj-1 ; rec<^ised  the  law  of  Reason 
and  Conse<|Uent,  93  : distinguished  it 
from  the  principk  of  Production,  lA.  ; 
said  that  the  noctrino  of  Syllogisms 
deals  not  with  the  external  expression, 
but  with  the  internal  reasoning  of  the 
mind  itself,  115,  see  aim  388 ; use«i 
in  a sense  equivalent  to  ct>»- 
cej)(s,  120  ; his  fir^t  anti-pnc<licamental 
rule  quoted,  144 ; this  nile  translated 
by  the  Mota  ncteg  tgk  ruAa  rei  i^'ics,  i/>.  ; 
his  Categories,  what,  196,  Categories ; 
noticed  the  difference  of  Potential  and 
Actual  Wholes,  ^7  ; referred  to  on  in- 
clusion of  Copnla  in  pivdicate,  228 ; 
called  subject  and  preilicate,  the  term* 
or  eztrrma  of  a proposition,  ib,  ; called 
a proposition  an  Intermix  Ai^nvio, 
229  allowed  only  fonr  kinds  of  modal- 
tt^~257 ; describwl  Bub-contrary  oppo- 
sition as  merely  in  language,  261.  we  aim 
ii.  284 : his  con  version  L ; no- 

ticed  Conversion  per  Confm/wmfimteiN, 
under  the  name  of  the  taverse  eoiutcu4ion 


framconiradUlwn*t  ib. ; his  employment 
of  the  term  trporUiunf  ‘^3;  his 

expression  for  Simple  Conversion,  ilt,  ; 
his  A nalytic$  are  Synthetic,  277,  me 
aim  ii.  4«^  ; his  definition  of  the  teniia 
of  a Byllofrism,  L 299 ; his  definition 
of  the  middle,  as  middle  by  position, 
not  applicable  to  the  mode  tn  which 
subsci}uent  logicians  enounce  the  syl- 
logism, ib,  ; hut  applicable  to  the  rea- 
soning in  comprehension,  299-300  ; did 
not,  however,  necessarily  contemplate 
the  reasoning  in  comprehension,  300 ; 
enonneed  the  canons  both  of  Exten- 
sive and  Comprehensive  reasoning,  30ii ; 
342  ; his  law,— that  the  whole  is  neces- 
sarily conceived  as  prior  to  the  part, 
— criticised  by  the  Author,  857-9 ; only 
once  vaguely  alluded  to  the  procees 
of  what  was  afterwanls  calleil  Sorites, 
375 ; his  rule  translated  l*radi(aiHn% 
proedicaiXf  Ac.,  contains  the  principle 
of  Sorites,  i/>. ; did  not  discriminato 
the  vulgar  Enthyineme  as  a distinct 
Btweies  of  reasoning,  888-9 ; his  En- 
thymeme  a syllogism  from  signs  and 
likelihoods,  889  : Rhetoric  to  Alexander 
attributed  to.  o90 ; the  terra 
Figure^  due  to,  400 ; distinguishe*! 
the  first  three  fibres,  ih.  ; 413 ; 415 : 
454 ; 466 ; ii.  ^ his  distinction  of  tho 
two  niodM  or^icnlific  procedure,  as 
from,  and  to,  principles,  ^ his 
aliment  for  slavery  a peft/to  prin- 
cipiit  ^ referred  to  and  quotw  nn 
knowledge  and  belief,  70-1  ; his  pie- 
cept  regarding  the  subjugation  of  self- 
love,  Ur2 ; 13/ ; 2()6  : mioled  on  ability 
to  tt^h  as  a mark  of  knowledge,  210 ; 
firet  systematically  developed  L^ic  pro- 
per,  *^11 ; editions  of  bis  t/rganon  roconi- 
mended,  244  ; referred  to  on  postulale.s 
of  Ix>gio,  254-5  ; quote«l  against  quanti- 
fication of  predicate,  3^)5-9 ; tho  true 
nieaninfi^  of  his  erne  tn  /ofo,  and  diri 
de  omni,  807^  ; his  doctrine  of  preile- 
signation,  809;  syllogisms  in  his  writ- 
ings which  are  valid  only  through  onan- 
tincatinn  of  the  predicate,  309 ; 353-4  ; 
his  doctrine  of  Induction  and  Example, 
365-9 : ignorerl  the  Disjunctive  and  Hy- 
pothetical syllomsms  of  the  logicians, 
883 ; quoted  ana  referred  to  on  Hyp>o- 
tS^cal  syllogism,  395-6;  his  syllogisms 
ex  hypotketi, — whether  correspondent  to 
the  ordinary  hypothetical  syllomsm, — 
authors  referred  to  on,  396 1 his  doctrino 
of  the  discrimination  of  m^orand  minor 
terms  in  the  second  and  third  Figure, 
415-6 ; quoted  on  Figure  and  Terms  of 
syllo^ms,  421  -3. 

Aniauld,  along  with  Nicole,  author  of 
the  Port  Royal  Lf^dcf//.4r<  de  Pcimci  ), 
L TOj  refenw  to  as  holding  that  men 
are  naturally  envious,  ii.  10^  quoted 
on  figure  of  Syllogism,  435-6. 

Arnoldus  do  Tnngcri,  his  doctrine  of  In- 
duction, iL  374. 
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Arrian,  refemnl  to  on  the  argument  calle<l 
Myot  Kvpi«twK,  L 464. 

ArsMuius,  L 468. 

Art,  ancient  and  modem,  diverse  charac- 
ters of,  ii.  131  ••2. 

AHsociation,  laws  of,  what,  ii.  12*2-.3. 

Ansociation  or  Suggestion,  a.s  a source  of 
Error,  see  Error,  Causes  of. 

Assumption,  name  for  Minor  Premise,  L 
285 : but  not  a suitable  term,  if/. 

Attention,  the  act  of,  how  constituted,  L 
123 : Prescision,  Altstraction,  and  At- 
tention correlative  terms,  128. 

Augustin,  St,  his  answer  to  the  question 
what  time  is,  L 167. 

Augustin,  Pseudo,  referred  to  on  inappli- 
cability of  the  categories  to  Deity,  L 
198. 

Augustinus  Niphus  Suessanus,  i gg, 

Aulus  Gellius,  L 464  ; 466. 

Autlienticity,  criticism  of,  $e«  Testi- 
mony. 

Averroes,  quoted  on  use  of  the  Arabic 
article  in  quantiheation,  ii.  282 ; qnote<l 
on  quantification  of  predicate,  315; 
quote<t  on  6gure  of  sylli^ism,  433-4 ; 
quoted  on  fourth  Figure,  462-^  « 

Avicenna,  li.  167 : 171. 

Axioma,  used  by  8toics  and  Ramists  as  a 
synonym  for  proposxtioHt  L 266. 

TVK  — name  applied  by 

Ammonius  and  Philoiionus  to  principle 
of  Contradiction,  L 88j  tet  Contraaic- 
tion,  principle  of. 

Axioms,  what,  L 


Bacrmann,  referred  to  on  tbe  analogy 
between  Logic  and  Mathematics,  L 44  ; 
94-5 ; 124 ; 210;  230;  254;  259  ; 25^ 

; quot«i, 

with  brief  original  interpolations,  on 
tlio  figures  ami  moods  of  Syllo^m, 
405-22 ; his  reduction  of  Baroco,  440  ; 
quoted  on  character  of  ancient  Greek 
Hophisras,  462-4 ; ii.  81j  quoted  on  the 
prejudice  of  learned  authority,  87-8 ; 
114-18;  134;  151  ; 174. 

Bacon,  Lord,  wholly  misconceived  the 
character  of  Logic  in  certain  respects, 
L at  fault  in  his  criticism  of  Aris- 
lotle*s  doctrine  of  Induction,  325;  calle«l 
empirical  generalisations  oxiosu,  ii.  47a 
his  classification  of  the  sources  of  error, 
80  ; quoted  on  reading,  228 ; the  aim  of 
his  Or^aHoa,  231. 

Balfour,  or  ^Iforeus,  referred  to  on  a 
spnrions  passage  in  Aristotle’s  Rkitoric, 
L ^ quoted  on  illustration  by  the 
ApHrodisian  of  Abstract  and  Applied  or 
Special  Logic,  ^ on  Abstract  and  Ap- 
plied or  SpecialXogic,  61L 

Bdtet,  its  meaning  in  relation  to  concepts, 
L141. 

Baumgarten,  A.  O.,  the  Leibnitian,  the 
first  to  use  the  term  pn'sopivm  txdu*i 
L 91j  called  the  principle  of 
Identity,  principium  po^itiani*  $iv€ 
uUntUatity  9]^  attempted  to  demon- 


strate the  law  of  Sufficient  Reason  by 
that  of  Contradiction,  9^  L12 ; quoted 
ou  Canons  of  SyllogisniTTi.  ^4.81. 

Baynes,  Thomas  Spencer,  his  Assay  om  (he 
A nalytic  of  Logical  Fotim  referred 
to,  L 4^  his  translation  of  the  Port 
Royal  L<^c  noticed  and  coinmentle^l, 
70.  ii.  244 ; referred  to,  L 162;  his  Assiry 
iwerred  to,  ii.  822,  477. 

Begriff,  the  term  in  German  philosophy 
for  the  symbolical  notions  of  the  under- 
standing, L 183. 

Belief,  Truth  and  Error,  doctrine  of. 

Ben  Gerson,  or  Oersonides,  Levi,  quot- 
eil  on  quantification  of  predicate,  U. 
81L 

Beneke,  L 9^  his  doctrine  of  sytlogiMui, 
ii.  448-50. 

Bertius,  L 279  ; 375. 

Beza,  L 3937 

Biel,  Gabriel,  his  use  of  coi>cf^^us,  L 42i 

Biunile,  ii.  ^ 

Blemniidas.  Nicephonis,  L 119 ; refemsl 
to  on  origin  of  distinction  of  pro^i- 
tions  $ecuHdi  and  trriii  adjaecntU, 
quoted  on  import  of  the  term  9vAA»- 
yuTfifK,  279,  884  ; his  Epitome  for  many 
oenfuriesThe  text-book  of  Logic  in  the 
schools  of  the  Greek  Church,  482 ; 
mentioned  as  the  inventor  of  the  Greek 
mnemonic  verses  for  mood  and  figure 
of  syllogism,  482 : but,  according  to 
later  view,  these  verses  only  a transla- 
tion of  the  Latin,  4.’12  ; ii.  *^58 ; quoted 
on  Contingent  Convermon,  267. 

Boethiu.<4,  rvferretl  to  on  the  application  of 
the  tenn  logiCf  L ^ 142,  lo6  ; his  divi- 
sion of  Conversion.  264 ; the  first  to 
^vo  the  name  Oonvet'tio  per  accidengf 
lb. ; nature  of  this  process  as  employcil 
by,  ib.,  282;  quotea  for  use  of  sumptum 
and  assvmptio,  285 ; referred  to  on  use 
of  terms  jxmenj  and  tollene,  in  connec- 
tion with  hypothetical  syllogism,  338, 
414 ; ii.  1^;  quoted  on  the  influence  of 
passion  on  the  min<l,  9^  268;  quoted 
on  ftuantification  of  predTrate,  31^5, 

Bolzano,  L 338  ; 344 ; li.  174. 

Boyle,  Hon.  Robert,  referreil  to  for  dis- 
tinction of  reason  in  alHractOf  and  rea- 
son iH  eonarto,  L 60. 

Brandis,  C3i.  A.,  referred  to  on  tlie  title 
OrnanoK  for  the  logical  treatises  of 
Aristotle,  L 34j  191. 

Braniss,  Ch.  J.,  L 262  ; 448. 

Breadth  and  DepUi,  names  for  the  exten- 
sion and  comprehension  of  concepts,  u 
141  et  alihi. 

Buchanan,  Geor^,  L 398. 

Baffler,  1. 159 ; ii.  1^  quoted  on  canons 
of  syllogism,  S44-.5. 

Burgersdyk,  or  Buigorsdicins,  referred  to 
on  genus  of  Logic,  L ^ his  InstUuiioMes 
Logica  noticed  and  recommended,  71. 
ii.  2^  ; referred  to  on  Whole  and  Part, 
L 202 ; quoted  on  Potential  and  Actual 
W^,  206-7  ; 415. 

Buridanua,  his  sophism  of  the  rc- 


490 


INDEX. 


fcrred  to  the  head  of  SophUma  Hetet'o^ 
:rte$eot,  L 466. 

Burieigh,  Lord,  his  practice  in  reading, 
iL  216-17. 

Butler,  Samuel,  quoted  as  to  the  princi* 
pal  utility  of  Rhetoric,  u 46. 

CAJSTA5,  Cardinal,  quoted  for  his  use  of 
the  terms  ia/riuicw  and  exirmive  in  rela- 
tion to  notions,  L 141. 

Calker,  L 141. 

Camerarius,  Oul.,  referred  to  on  genus  of 
Logic,  L ^ referred  to  for  scholastic 
theories  on  the  object-matter  of  Logic, 
27-8. 

Campbell,  Principal,  onoted  on  indis- 
tinctness of  terms,  L i75-6. 

Capella,  Martianus,  quoted  on  figure  of 
syllogism,  ii.  432-3. 

Caramue],  see  Lobkowita. 

Carleton,  Thomas  Compton,  referred  to 
on  the  metaphysical  character  of  the 
Categories  of  Aristotle,  L 11>9. 

Caro,  quoted,  ii.  l()4-6 ; 114  ; 144. 

Cartesians,  majority  of,  mamtained  Logic 
to  be  an  art,  L & 

Cassiodoms,  l 392 : ii.  433. 

Catepoiicai,  the  term,  as  used  by  Axis- 
tolle,  eouivalent  to  ^rmative^  L 284  : 
its  application  by  Theophrastus  eihI 
Eudemus,  in  opposition  to  condUumal, 
234-5 ; this  difference  of  signification 
not  hitherto  observed,  235. 

Categorical  Proposition,  better  styled 
A^Ih4€  or  Perfect^  i.  233,  Mt  Jitdg- 
ments,  Doctrine  of. 

Categories  or  pTwlicaments  of  Aristotle, 
what,  L 196 ; original  meaning  of  the 
term  0\ieqory^  19/  ; its  employment  by 
Aristotle,  by  Plotinus,  t5.  ; by 

Kant,  197-8 ; the  Categories  of  Aris- 
totle metaphysical,  199 ; criticised  as  a 
classification  of  being,  169-200  ; objects 
not  included  under,  198 ; diversity  of 
opinion  among  logicians  r^anling 
their  numl>er,  yo ; various  authors 
referred  to  reganling,  2001. 

Certainty,  sef  Truth  and  Ehror,  Doctrine  of. 

Chauvin,  L 265. 

Cicero,  referre<l  to  on  the  use  of  Logicei^ 
L 6j  probably  Ijorrowed  lus  use  of  that 
term  from  the  Stoics,  ih. ; quoted  on 
the  provuice  of  Logic.  37 ; enounced 
the  principle  of  Exnnded  Sf  iddle,  91  : 
recognised  the  principle  of  Reason  and 
Consequent,  ^ his  definition  of  ar^- 
VienlHVK  quotecir 279 ; applied  the  term 
Sorite*  to  an  ar^iment  like  the  mo<lem 
Sorites,  but  which  could  also  be  a 
Ckrytippean^  876 ; called  the  sophi.sm 
Sorites  Ae$rtcU\M,  ib. ; his  employment 
of  the  term  Kruhifmeme,  299 ; nis  state- 
ment of  the  lonava  Ratio,  462;  465-6  ; 
ii.  103^  206-7. 

CirrulM4  in  demonstrando,  $et  Probation. 

Classes,  names  for  the  different  steps  in 
the  series  of,  in  physical  science,  L 
201. 


CleamMs  and  Obscurity,  DistinctneM  and 
Indistinctness  of  Concepts,  tee  Con- 
cepts, Quality  of. 

Clement  of  Alexandria,  c^uoted  on  teach- 
ing as  a mean  of  self-unprovement  in 
knowledge,  il.  210. 

Clerc,  see  Le  Clerc. 

Voffituiio  {ThovgktV  its  Use  by  Descartes, 
L see  Thought.  * 

Cognitive  Faculties,  Weakness  and  Dis- 
proportioned  Strength  of,  as  a source 
of  error,  su  Error,  Causes  of. 

Coke,  Zachary,  his  use  of  the  term  con- 
cept, L 42. 

College  of  Alcala,  the,  set  Cvrtus  Ctmplss- 
ientit. 

Communication  of  Knowledge,  Doctrine 
of,  ««e  Logic. 

Comparison.  Faculty  of,  its  products 
threefold, — Conc^ts,  Judgments,  and 
Reasonings,  L 117 ; its  offices,  122-3. 

Comprehension  and  Extension  of  Con- 
cepts, »u  Concepts,  Quantity  of,  and 
Reasonings. 

Concept,  should  be  used  to  denote  the  ob- 
jpet  conceived,  L 41-2  ; its  derivation, 
42 : niany  wonls  in  English  formed  on 
the  same  analogy  as  prece}>t,  digest,  &c. 
ih.  \ was  in  common  use  in  the  sense 
proposed  among  the  older  English 
philosophical  writers,  ib.  ; and  among 
the  old  French  philosophers,  ih. ; now 
.aniployed  in  French  in  translating  the 
Gennan  Begr^,  ib.,  see  also  Coneeplns  ; 
what,  7^  Its  synonyms,  76-7 ; tee  Con- 
cepts, Doctrine  of. 

Cmceplio,  its  meaning,  L 120. 

Conception,  employment  of  the  term  by 
Htewart  to  denote  the  simple  represen- 
tation of  an  object  presents  in  percep- 
tion, L 4^  vacillation  in  ita  use  by 
Reid,  i5. ; sense  in  which  employed  by 
the  author,  ib. ; ita  derivation,  41  ; 
moans  both  the  act  of  conceiving  and 
the  object  conceived,  ib.  ; should  be 
used  to  denote  exclusively  the  act  of 
conceiving,  and  concept  applied  to  the 
object  conceived,  41-2 : Keid  quoted 
on,  109-12 ; his  mistaxes  regarding, 
112-13 ; usually  called  by  the  logicians 
iS'» m pie  ^>pr<kensian,  119. 

Concepts,  Doctrine  of,  L 116-24  ; of  Con- 
cepts or  Notions,  older  of  discussion, — 
A.  In  general,  what  they  are,  and  how 
product,  118  et  seq.,  130  et  sea.  ; doc- 
trine of  concepts  omitted  by  W^tely 
in  his  KlesnenU,  118  ; a.  Meaning  of  tlie 
terms  Concept  or  Hotion,  119-20 ; their 
synonyms,  ll^  Concept  denotes  tlio 
result  of  the  act  of  Conception,  that  is, 
of  comprehending  or  gaping  up  into 
unity  the  various  qualities  by  which  sn 
object  is  characterised,  120 ; Hotion 
denotes  either  the  act  of  apprehending 
the  notes  or  marks  of  an  omect,  or  the 
result  of  that  act,  t6. ; ero)doynient  of 
the  terms  antmo  vel  menu  coMtpere,  and 
animi  concejttus,  »6.  ; of  concipere,  con- 
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CfplH4  am)co»r<*y}/io,  without  Adjunct,  ih. ; 
tlie  tcnn  Sfttion  how  employed  by  the 
author,  121 ; b.  Nature  oi  the  thing  ex- 
pre»^ed,  121  ft  teq.;  a concept  e<mivalent 
tothe  mediate  and  relative knowled^  we 
liave  of  an  object,  as  comprising  quiditica 
or  characters  common  to  it  with  otlier 
objects,  122  ; nature  and  nroduction  of 
conc©i)ts  illustrated  by  rerercnce  to  the 
history  of  our  knowledge,  122  et  #«/.  ; 
the  results  of  comparison  and  abstmc* 
tion  or  attention,  as  o]ieratiug  on  ob- 
jects originally  presented  in  confused 
aii<l  im{>erfect  pen^eptions,  and  re<lucing 
multitude  to  unity,  122-4 : the  reduc- 
tion of  multitude  to  unitv  involved  in 
conception  explained  and  illustrated, 
121  ei  $fq.  ; thought  one  and  the  same, 
while  its  contents  are  identical,  124  ; 
objects  are  to  us  the  same  when  we  are 
unable  to  distinguish  their  cognitions, 
whether  as  wholes,  or  in  their  partial 
characters,  124-5 : concepts  or  notions 
are  constituted  by  the  points  of  similar- 
ity discovered  in  objects,  and  identified 
in  the  unity  of  consciousness,  125 ; 
concepts  may  tlieniselves  become  the 
objtH’ts  of  comparison  and  alistraction, 
126  : concepts  or  notions  su|>erfluous]y 
styled  ytnerul,  ib.  ; general  characters 
of  conce])ts,  1^  rf  »v.,  134  ft  trq. ; a. 
A concept  afforvls  only  an  inadequate 
know)e<lge  of  the  thing  thought  un<ler 
it,  12Z  (t  9tq.  ; b.  Atfords  no  absolute 
obitset  of  knowledge,  but  can  l*e  realise»l 
only  by  being  applie<l  os  a term  of  re- 
lation to  one  or  more  of  the  objects 
which  agree  in  the  point  or  points  of 
resemblance  which  it  expresse.s,  128  ; 
this  doctrine  explains  the  whole  niys- 
ter)’  of  generalisation  and  general  terms, 
ifi. ; the  generality  of  a concept  is  po- 
tential, not  actual,  129-35 ; conce]>ts 
are  not,  on  that  account,  mere  woms, 
lyi : c.  'fheir  dependence  on  language, 
137  ft  tfq.  language  necessary  to  the 
perfection  of  concepts,  139 ; B.  Of  con- 
cepts or  notions  in  sjiecial.  liQe/  sea. ; 
quantity  of  concepts,  lAl  ft  §fq. ; what 
is  meant  by  saying  that  a concept  is  a 
quantity,  143j  this  quantity  of  two 
opposite  kinTIs,— Intensive  or  Compre- 
hensive and  Extensive,  143-56.  wc  (con- 
cepts, Quantity  of ; quality  of  Concepts, 
15/ -86,  tee  Concepts,  Qumity  of ; Reci- 
procal  Relations  of,  lisi  et  wy.,  tee  Con- 
cepts, Reciprocal  Relations  of. 

Concepts,  Quantity  of,  or  Comprehension 
and  Extension  of  Concepts,  what,  L 
141-3.  146 ; how  respectively  desig- 
nate, 141  ; these  quantities  oppo^l 
to  each  other,  146 ; law  regulating 
the  mutual  relations  of,  ib. ; this  illus- 
trated, 147 ; processes  oy  which  ampli- 
fied and  resolved, — Determination  or 
Concretion,  Abstraction  or  Generalisa- 
tion, Definition,  ami  Division,  143-7 : 
opposed  in  an  inverse  ratio,  14?C9 ; De- 


finition and  Divi^iion  the  processes  by 
which  the  CoiiipteheuKiou  and  Exten- 
sion of  concepts  are  re«pe<tively  re- 
solved, 149-51  : diagrum  reniesentiiig, 
with  relative  illustration,  152-6. 

(incepts,  Quality  of,  L litZ  et  $eq. ; this 
det«niiine<l  by  their  relation  to  tlioir 
subject^  157 ; consists  in  their  logical 
perfection  or  imperfection,  157.  158 : 
this  of  tw’o  degrees,  — Clearness  and 
Distinctness,  and  Obscurity  and  In- 
di.stinctncss,  158 : these  degrees  distin- 
guished, 158-9 ; original  application  of 
the  expressions  cUame**,  (Mmcnrity^  kc., 
169 : illustmte<l  by  reference  to  vision 
and  representation,  159-60  ; 163-5  ; 
cleames.s  and  obscurity  os  in  concepts, 
160  et  «-o. ; the  absolutely  clear  and  the 
absolutely  obscure,  161  : distinctness 
and  indistinctnesH  of,  162 ; historical 
notices  of  tliia  distinction,  162  et  teq. ; 
due  to  Leibnitz,  162 ; notice  of  Locko 
in  connection  with  it,  difference 
l>etween  a clear  and  distinct  knowletlge 
illustrateil,  163  et  teq. ; the  judicial  de- 
terminatiou  of  life  and  death  tnipnoces 
the  difference  between  a clear  aiuf  dis- 
tinct knowledge,  164 ; further  illu.stra- 
tion  from  the  nmnan  countenance,  164- 
^ special  conditions  of  the  distinctness 
of  a concept,  and  of  its  degrees,  165-7 ; 
the  ilistinction  betw’een  clear  and  dis- 
tinct knowledge  illustrated  by  exam- 
ples, 167 ; how  the  distinctness  of  a 
concept  is  affected  by  the  two  quanti- 
ties of  a concept,  168  et  srq. ; distinct- 
nes.^  is  internal  and  external,  1 68-9 ; 
relations  of  Definition  and  Division  to 
internal  and  external  distinctness,  169 ; 
simple  notions  admit  of  an  extensive, 
individual  notions  of  on  intensive,  dis- 
tinctness, 169 ; the  highest  point  of  the 
distinctness  of  a concept,  169-70 ; im- 
perfection to  which  concepts  arc  liable, 
in  respect  of  the  thought  of  which  they 
are  the  expression,  lH-2 ; this  ini|)cr- 
fection  illustrated,  112  »eq. ; noticed 
by  British  philosophers,  174 : Stewart 
quoted  on  the  subject,  174-t  \ Locke 
anticipated  Hume  in  remarkmg  the 
employment  of  terms  without  distinct 
meaning,  177 ; Lot'ke  quoted  on  this 
p^)int,  177-9 ; the  distinction  of  Intui- 
hve  and  Symbolical  knowle/lge  first 
taken  by  iJeibnitz,  170 : this  distinc- 
tion snperseded  the  controversy  of  No- 
minalism and  Conceptualism  in  Ger- 
many, 179-83 ; discus^  by  him  in  Jte 
C*yjn  it  lone,  Veritate  et  Idei*t  180  ; the 
passage  quoted,  181-2 : the  distinction 
appreciated  by  the  disciples  of  Leib- 
nitz, 183 : Wolf  quoted  on,  184-6. 

Concepts,  Reciprocw  Relations  of,  L 187- 
224  : relation  proper  of,  what,  187 ; can 
be  conipare<l  together  with  reference 
only  either,  1*,  To  their  Extension,  or, 
2®,  To  their  C^imprehension,  i'6. ; con- 
sidered A.  As  de{>cDdent  on  exteiisiun. 
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187-212 ; as  flepomlcut  on  extension, 
concepU  stand  to  each  other  in  the 
Hve  mutual  relations  of  ExcluHinn,  Co- 
extension, Hubonlination,  Co-onlina- 
tioii,  and  Intersection,  187-8;  examples 
of  the  five  mutual  relations  of  concepts, 
188 ; diagrams  illustrative  of,  1S9  ; of 
these  relations,  subonlination  and  co- 
onlination  of  principal  importance,  189: 
sul>ordination  coiiHitlere<l,  19(V»^0<»  ; 
terms  expreKsive  of  the  ditferent  modes 
of  the  remlion  of  sul>ordination,  l&n  ei 
itq.  ; 8uj)erior,  Inferior,  Broader,  Nar- 
rower Notions,  liHJ ; Universal,  Parti- 
cular, 190-1 ; General  Notion,  Genus, 
Special  Notion,  Species,  191-2,  $ft 
Genus  and  S]>ecieK  ; Co- ordination, 
what,  209  ; the  two  general  laws  by 
which  sulionlination  and  co-ordination 
under  extension  arc  regulated — viz.,  of 
Homogeneity  an<l  Heterogeneity, 

10 ; their  import,  210 ; law  of  Hetero- 
geneity, true  only  In  theory,  ih. ; a<Idi- 
tional  law  of  Logical  Affinity  promul- 
gatcil  by  Kant,  but  to  be  rejectetl,  211 ; 
B.  As  dependent  on  comprehension, 
but  not  in  the  relations  of  involution 
ami  co-onlinatioii.  212-24 ; notions,  in 
relation  to  each  otlier,  are  Identical  and 
I)ifTen*nt,  212 ; identical,  dividecl  into 
absolntely  and  relatively  identical,  212: 
altsolutely  identical  notions  impossible, 
212-13 ; relatively  identical  called  also 
Similar  and  Reciprocating  or  Conver- 
tible, ib.  ; notions  are  Congruent  or 
Agreeing,  and  Contlictive,  21314;  Con- 
gruent ami  Identical  notions,  ami  Di- 
verse and  Contlictive  distinguisbe<i, 
214,  set  Concepts,  Opi>osition  of;  In- 
trinsic ami  Extrinsic,  216-17 ; Involu- 
tion an«l  Co-ordination  in  cotnpndien- 
sion,  217.  220  : these  relations  of  no- 
tions neglecte<l  by  logicians,  and  hence 
also  neglected  reasoning  in  comprehen- 
sion, 217  H sea. ; the  relation  of  the 
containing  ancl  the  contained  in  com- 
prehcitHion  pn>|>erly  railed  mvolutioUf 
220 ; this  illustrated,  220-21 ; the  in- 
volving notion  the  more  complex,  the 
involved  the  more  simple,  222;  co-or- 
dination in  comprehension,  223  24  ; 
notions  co-ordinated  in  comprehension 
calle«l  Disparate,  in  extension  Disjunct 
or  DiMTeto,  224. 

Concepts,  Op}K>xition  of,  arises  under 
Comprehension,  L 213 ; constituted  by 
confliction,  or  the  impossibility  of  be- 
ing connected  in  thought,  «7>,  ; twofold, 
V,  Immediate  or  Contradictory ; 2“, 
Mediate  or  Contrary,  213-14:  these  dis- 
tin^isbe<l  and  Ulus\mtc<l.  214-16 : their 
logical  significance,  215-16,  see  Opposi- 
tion,  of  Propositions. 

Conceptualism  and  Nominalism,  the 
whole  controversy  originated  in  the 
ambiguity  of  wonls,  L 128,  186 : how 
to  ho  reconciled,  128 ; this  question 
not  agitated  in  Germany,  t'6. 


Conre/>h/s,  its  u.sc  by  Biel,  Occam,  L 42 ; 
Cofu-eptuSf  and  concepius  nnimi,  lU 
tneamng,  120. 

Concijtere,  its  meaning,  L 120. 

Conclusion  of  a syllogism,  what,  L 281  ; 
iU  synonyms,  ib. ; is  the  problem  stated 
as  a ileoision, 

Concrete  or  SjHH  ial  Logic,  see  Logic. 

Condillac  quoted  on  iiiHueuce  of  Associa- 
tioti,  ii.  126-7  ; IIL 

Conditional  Judiniicnt  or  Proposition,  see 
Judgments,  Doctrine  of. 

CoHtittioiuU  and  variations 

in  regard  to  the  application  of  the 
teniis,  L 236  : Boethius,  used  condition- 
alis  {conditional)  an<l  hypotheticus  {hypo- 
thetical) as  convertible,  ib. ; conditional 
to  be  applied  to  the  genus  as  including 
hypothetical  and  disjunctive,  287. 

Conterence,  see  Knowledge,  Doctrine  of 
the  Acquisition  and  Peifecting  of. 

Confucius,  hia  remetly  for  precipitation, 
IL  98. 

Coninihricenses,  L 262 ; their  error  rc- 
ganling  the  opposition  of^Boethius  and 
Averroes  to  Aristotle  on  quantification 
of  predicate,  ii.  31.^. 

Consj>ecies,  what.  L 209:  in  so  far  ns 
they  are  conaiderwl  different,  but  not 
contradictory,  called  Discrete  or  Dis- 
junct Notions,  i6. 

Contingent  Conversion  of  the  Lower 
Greeks,  what,  ii.  267 ; Blemmidas 
cited  on,  ib. 

Contradiction,  or  Non-Contrmliction, 
principle  of,  A fundamental  law  of 
thought,  L 79j  what,  fil ; properly  the 
law  of  Non-Contratliction,  8^  how 
enounced,  i6.  ; the  principle  of  all 
lo^cftl  negation  and  distinction,  ib.  : 
diners  from  the  law  of  Identity  only  by 
a negative  expression,  83 ; its  histor>’, 
fiZ  et  seq.  ; can  be  tracecfliack  to  Plato, 
87;  emj)haticanv  enounced  by  Aristotle, 
57^8 ; with  the  f’eripaUdics  and  School- 
men the  highest  principle  of  knowledgi*, 
88 ; obtained  its  name  from  the  Greek 
Aristotelians,  ib.  ; said  by  Ammoniiis 
and  Philoponus  to  be  the  criterion 
which  divides  truth  from  falsehood 
throughout  the  universe  of  existence, 
ib. ; said  by  Suarez  to  hoM  the  samu 
supremacy  among  the  principles  of 
knowle<lge  which  the  Deity  does  among 
the  principles  of  existence,  ib.  ; contro- 
versies touching  its  truth  and  axiomatic 
character.  88-9;  its  truth  donie<l  by 
modem  absolutists,  89 ; how  vieweil  bv 
Schelling  and  Hegel,  90j  along  with 
that  of  Identi^,  regulates  the  categori- 
cal syllogism,  249.  353;  authors  referred 
to  on,  ii.  248 : conditions  of,  ib. ; proof 
of,  attempted  by  Clanherg,  ib. ; see 
Fiwdamental  Laws  of  Thou^it. 

Contus,  Sebastianus,  ii.  315. 

Conversion,  of  Judgments  or  Propositioiis 
L2fi2=I;what,  2o^jNy(i/#*>ii. terms 
employ^  to  denote  the  original  and  con- 
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vert«l  proponition,  L 262  • the  original 
proposition  ought  to  be  called  the  Van- 
v*i-Und  or  ConvfriihUf  the  product  of 
the  conversion,  the  Conwt'ttd  or  Con- 
verte,  261,  262.  ai-90  ii,  258.  289  ; 

species  of  conversion  distinguished  by 
logicians,  L 263-4 ; Simple  or  Pure, 
2^3-4 ; ^ Conversio  per  Accidens.  264  ; 
this  name  first  given  by  Boethiu8,*tfi: ; 
^ Conversio  per  Conirapositionem,  ib. ; 
divisions  of,  by  Boethius,  ib, ; mne- 
monic verses  for  conversion,  264-5 ; 
definitions  of,  in  general,  ii.  258 : a case 
of  immediate  inference,  ; names 
for  the  proMsition  given  in,  and  its 
product,  258-9  ; best  names  for  these 
together,  Conretient  or  Canverlinff,  and 
for  each  apart,  Convertend  and  Con- 
rer»e,t5.,2h9;  errors  of  the  common  logi- 
cal doctrine  of,  two— first.  That  thequan- 
tities  are  not  converted  with  the  quan- 
tified terms,  259-60.  278-9 ; this  wrong 
shown,  1®,  Because  the  terms  of  a pro- 
position  are  only  terms  of  relation, 

2®,  Only  compare<l  as  quantities,  iL  ; ^ 
Quantity  of  proposition  in  conversion 
remains  always  tne  same,  2.S9  60.  273  ; 
4®,  Of  no  consequence  logically  wnother 
subject  or  predicate  placed  first,  2y  ; 
second  error  ^Tlic  not  considering  that 
the  predicate  has  always  a quantity  in 
thought  as  well  as  the  subject,  260-5. 

aUo  273-6,  278-9  ; only  one  si>eoic8 
of,  and  that  thorough-going  and  self- 
sufficient,  266 : roHvrrsio  per  aceideni, 
as  ampliative,  not  logical,  and  as  re- 
strictive, merely  fortuitous,  »5.,  274. 

Conversion  per  aooVeas  ; Con- 
ivTsio  »cr  contrafioititioHem,  only  holds 
througn  contmdjclion,  and  is  indepen- 
dent of  conversion,  2^,  tee  Conversion 
}ter  cnnU-npapilionem : the  Contingent 
C’onveraion  of  the  lower  Greeks,  not  a 
conversion,  267.  tet  Contingent  Conver- 
sion ; advantages  of  the  Author’s  own 
method  over  those  of  the  logicians, 
268 ; the  character  of,  as  given  by 
Greek  logicians  subsequent  to  Aristotle 
correct,  i5.  ; errors  of  Aristotle  and  the 
logicians  reganling,  lA,  277-8;  aotho- 
rities  referred  to  on,  276-7T 

Conversion  «r  its  meaning  in  Aris- 
totle, ii.  274. 

Conversion  ;>cr  ocruiriur,  what,  L 264  ; 
as  fampliative,  not  logical,  ii.  266;  as 
restrictive,  fortnitons,  or  not  a con- 
version, \b.  ; Conversion  iv  not  a 
mere  synonym  of,  t^4 ; differently  de- 
fined by  different  logicians,  ih.  \ by 
Boethius,  tb,  ; by  logicians  in  general, 
ih. 

Conversion  per  confrapotitionem,  only 
holds  through  contradiction,  and  is  not 
properly  a conversion,  ii.  ^6-7,  278 : 
neld  by  some  to  l>c  mediate.  2W  ; this 
erroneous,  ih, ; rules  for,  266-7 ; histori- 
cal  notices  of,  and  authors  referred  to 
on,  267. 


Co-ordination  of  concepts,  tte  Concepts, 
Relations  of. 

Copula,  the  logical,  what,  L 2^-0 ; in- 
clude in  the  preiUcate  by  Aristotle, 
\b. ; styled  the  Appredteattf  wpoaxanf- 
yopo^fitvotf,  * that  negation  does  not 
belong  to,  held  by  some  logicians,  252  ; 
the  opposite  doctrine  maintained  by 
the  Author,  ih.  ; true  import  of,  252..^ ; 
origin  of  the  controversy  reganling  the 
place  of  negation,  253  ; its  meaning  in 
Comprehensive  and  Extensive  proposi- 
tions, 274. 

Co  rax  and  Tisias,  case  of,  referred  to,  L 
468.  ’ 

Corollaries,  what,  L ^6 
CorvinuB,  quoted  on  inference  from  pure 
particniara,  ii.  466. 

Consin,  Victor,  his  contradictions  on  the 
copiition  of  tlie  Absointe,  L iX> 
Crakanthoiyo,  L gW;  referred  to  on 
names  of  propositions  in  conversion, 
263,  824  ; 3^  ; hi.  doctrine  of  Induc- 
tion, ii.  X7i-S7^ 

Crellius,  L 64^  825  ; 842. 
t-Venius,  ii.  97  ; 21b 
Criticism,  Art  of,  fc  Testimony. 

Crousar,  ii.  88  ; quoted  in  iiliistration  of 
precipiUncy,  21,8 ; quoted  on  alolli 
as  a sonree  of  error,  99j  1 37  : 144. 
Cnisius,  Christian  August,  ii.  1(19 ; quoted 
on  canons  of  syllt^isni,  32ZS^ 

Cvrnt  Compiufettti.f  referred  to  on  in- 
duction of  Aristotle,  ii.  371 
Custom,  power  of,  as  a source  of  error, 
ttt  Krror,  Causes  of. 

D Abra  de  Racobts,  refeneil  to  for  sclio- 
la.stic  theories  of  the  olijoct-mattcr  of 
Logic,  i,  28. 

Damascenns,  Joannes,  L 6 ; referred  to  on 
methoci  in  Logic,  ii.  8. 

Daniiron,  his  A^V/kc,  L ZO. 

Daijcs,  or  Daries,  L 35j  referred  to  on 
principie  of  Sufficient  Reason,  i.  94. 
David,  the  Armenian,  referred  to  on  ll'o 
categories  L 200. 

Detinite  and  Indefinite  Propositions,  as 
understood  by  the  author,  L 243-4.  249. 
ttx  Judgments,  I’ropositions. 

Definition,  or  Declaration,  the  analysis  of 
the  comprehension  of  a concept,  L 
iy-9.  IM  i doctrine  of,  ii.  1Q.21 ; what, 
i the  terms  lUrlamtion  and  dc- 
express  the  same  process  in 
diSerent  ssjiects,  ih.  j definition  in  its 
stricter  sense,  11-12  ; this  explicate.!, 
ih.,  et  teg. ; various  names  of— 
claralioH,  Jixpliealim,  KifHiiilim,  De- 
icriplion.  Deli  til  ion  Proper,  ih.  ; No. 
minal.  Real,  and  Genetic,  what.  12.1.3  ; 
rules  of,  ^ these  explained,  ih.,  el  teg.  ; 
first  rule,  14-16  ; second  rule,  1.5-17 : 
third  rule,  17-18 ; circular  definition! 
i7-21  ; fourth  rule,  IS-19;  flRh  rule, 
I9-M : Definition,  in  its  looser  sen.se, 
lW-21 ; Dilncidations  or  Explications, 
29 ; Descriptions,  2L 


Digitize.:  by 


494 


INDEX. 


IV^reranilo,  Baron,  L 94  ; 173 ; ii.  iiL 

lAlanviin?,  hU  L 7U  : ivferml  to 

on  (lutinite  article  m relation  to  quanti- 
tication,  iL 

Do  Morga^  A.,  U*lter  of  Sir  W.  Ilaniil- 
toi)  to,  IL 

Dcnzinger,  IgiatiuM,  referrwl  to  on  rate- 
gorier,  ; 2*52  ; 2»>o ; quoted  oa 

iiKHies  of  fiiUaaa  »enju4  eomponli  ft 
divisif  4^-7 ; 

Derixlon,  Da^i^  reforre<I  to  on  Wlinle  and 
Part,  L 202 ; ; quotorl  on  nuantity  of 

disjunctive  and  hypothetical  pro|>uei' 


tions,  334 ; 344  ; 34^i  ; held  syliogiMni 
and  enthjTneme  to  be  the  same  Kpocies 
of  reasoDiug,  ; 40<) ; 408  ; 42/  ; his 
>nctho<I  of  HMlucing  CamcHtres  to  Bar- 
)>an^  440 ; noti^'e  of,  ii.  824 ; hU  do- 
leniic  against  Die  x[>ecial  rules  of  syllo- 
32T> ; quot««l  on  Induction,  371  ; 
his  criticism  of  the  s[>edal  rules  of  the 
figures  reviewed,  468^^. 

Desc  arteH,  quoted  regarding  the  extension 
of  the  term  Thought  {entfitaiio),  L 12  ; 
c^uoted  on  the  means  of  avoiding  error, 
ii.  77  ; his  doubt,  8^  his  precept  to 
doubt  all,  91-8 ; conditions  which  mo- 
dify its  application,  22. 

Detenidnation,  or  Concretion,  what,  L 
147-8  ; its  sjunnyms,  i7*. 

Diagrams  of  Ammonius,  ii.  429 ; errone- 
ously referred  to  Faber  Stapulensis, 
ib. 


Dialffiie,  ancient  name  (with  certain  limi- 
tatioas)for  Logic,  L I ; its  use  by  Plato, 
ib. ; its  origin,  ih.  ; its  use  by  Hegel,  ib. ; 
by  Aristotle,— the  logic  of  probable 
matU'r,  ^ mistakes  regarding  the  use 
of  the  term  by  Aristotle,  iL  ; employwl 
in  a vacillating  manner  by  the  Stoics, 
^2, 

AioAtrrtjrf)  wpayfLarm¥,  equal  tA  Al>- 

Ktract  or  General  Lc^ic,  L ^ 9ft 
lyigic. 

AtoArmv^  iv  ssI  yvfLfiuri^  wfiayftann’, 

eoual  to  S|>ecial  or  Applied  Logic,  L 
.^3.  see  Logic. 

Dialogue,  ii.  224,  set  Knowle<lge,  Doc- 
trine of  the  Acquisition  and  Perfect- 
ing of. 

Dicta  df.  Omni  ti  df  NnlJo,  the  canons  of 
deductive  categorical  syllogisms  iu  ex- 
tension. L 303 ; how  expressed,  ib.  \ 
logicians  who  confound  the  Dictum  de 
Omni  with  the  Nota  Notso,  &c..  ii.  846 ; 
who  make  the  Dictum  the  fundamental 
rule  of  syllogism  in  general,  847,  9te 
Syllogism  ; who  confound  or  make  co- 
onlinate  the  law  of  Proportion  or  Ana- 
li>gy  with,  ib. : who  restrict  the  Diotum 
to  the  first  figure  (immediately),  ; 
who  make  the  ^cta  the  supreme  canons 
for  universal  syllogisms,  ih. ; who  erro- 
neously suppose  Aristotle  to  employ, 
besides  the  Dictum,  the  nile  of  Propor- 
tion as  a fundamental  law  of  syllogism, 
348;  liow  enounced  by  Noldius,  ih. ; by 
Heusch,  849 ; by  Aristotle,  ib. ; by 


Jac.  Tbouiasius,  ib. ; objoctions  to, 

Diderot,  quoted  on  memory,  ii.  119. 

l>iienima,  9et  Hypothetieo-disjunctive syl- 
logism. 

Dilenimatic  judgment  or  pro]K)sitioD,  see 
JudgiiientH. 

Diogenes  Laertius,  referre<l  to  on  genus 
of  Logic,  L ^ attributed  the  invention 
of  Sophism  iSort/«  to  Eubulides,  376 ; 
454  ; 463 ; 465  4(^  ; referred  to  on 

the  Platonic  definition  of  man,  iL  18: 
51.  

Dionysius  of  Halicarnassus,  his  employ- 
ment of  the  term  tnikymnnt^  L 390. 

Dionysius  Cato,  on  teaching  as  a menus 
of  self-improvement  In  knowledge,  il. 
210. 

Dufntuiaru  on  PkiloMmhyf  Author's,  re- 
femnl  to  for  s^'hofastic  theories  on 
object-matter  of  Logic,  L ^ ; on  the 
character  of  Dr  Whntely’s  Elfm^nU,  30 ; 
referred  to  for  a later  development  of 
the  author's  doctrine  on  the  Logical 
liaws,  97_i  105 ; 279 ; 294  ; referre<l 
to  on  history  of  Latin  and  Greek  mne- 
monic verses  for  Mood  and  Figure  of 
Syllogism,  432. 

Disiunctive  Reasoning  or  Syllogism,  first 
class  of  Conditional  Syllogisms,  and  sec- 
ond class  afforded  by  Iiitemal  Fonu  of 
Sytlo^.sm,  L 8^ ; a reasoning  whose 
form  is  detenninefi  by  the  law  of  Ex- 
cluded Mitldle,  and  wlirsie  sumption  is 
acconlingly  a disjunctive  pro|>osition  ; 
either  of  Contradiction  or  of  Contrariety, 
ib.  ; either  affirmative,  constituting  the 
Modut  Ponetu,  or  Modus  )x>naidotoUcn.s\ 
or  negative,  constituting  the  Modut 
TollfoUf  or  Modus  toUindn  ponesj,  327  ; 
mnemonic  verses  for  these  modes  of, 
ib. ; its  definition  explicate<t,  ih.  et  stq.  ; 
a syllogism  with  disjunctive  major  j»re- 
mise  is  not  necessarily  a diMunctive 
reasoning,  ihx ; general  view  of,  S2S  ft 
uq. ; fortnula  for  a syllc^ism,  a,  With 
two  disjunct  memliers,  ti.  ; b,  With 
more  than  two  fUsjunct  members,  329- 
330;  the  principle  of,  880-.31 ; the  several 
parts  of,  331-2;  the  rules  of,  :i32-3 : 
these  explicated,  333  et  srq. : first  rule 
of,  333-4 ; second  rule  of,  ^4  ; thinl 
rule  of,  334-6 ; the  disjunctive  syllo- 
psm  of  comprehension  and  extension, 
»15-6 ; though  specially  regulatal  by 
the  law  of  Excluded  Iiiiddle,  still  the 
other  logical  laws  operative  in,  354-5 ; 
may  be  drawn  in  all  the  four  figures, 
447 ; this  illustrated,  447-8 ; its  char- 
acter according  to  Author's  latest  view, 
^4-5,  9ft  H}*potbetical  Reasoning  or 
Syllogism. 

Disputation,  see  Knowledge,  Doctrine  of 
the  Acquisition  and  Perfecting  of. 

Divi.sion,  the  analysis  of  the  extension 
of  a concept,  L 147»  149.  161 ; doc- 
trine of,  ii.  ^-36  ; division  in  gen- 
eral, what,  22-3 ; of  two  8{>ccies,  Par- 
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tition  and  Logical  Division,  23-4  ; par> 
tition  either  Rtud  or  Ideal,  24-5  ; exam, 
pies  of  these  two  kinds  of,  24  ; logical 
division,  what,  25-6 ; its  rules,  26 ; its 
character  and  rules  explicated,  2Z  et  teq. ; 
the  end  of,  is  Distinctness,  which  involves 
Completeness  of  thinking,  27-8 : os  many 
kinds  of,  possible  as  there  are  characters 
affording  a principle  of  division,  2^  a 
universal  notion  the  only  object  of,  il.i 
general  problem  of,  28-w ; rules  of,  3Q 
et  seq.  ; these  classified,  30-31  ; those 
springing,  L),  from  the  principle  of  di- 
vision,— first,  second,  and  third  rules, 
31^  ; ii.),  fh>m  the  relations  of  the  di- 
vidii^  members  to  the  divided  wholes, 
— fourth  and  fifth  rules,  33-5  ; ill.), 
from  the  relations  of  the  several  divid- 
ing members  to  each  other, — sixth  rule, 
35  : iv.),  from  the  relations  of  the  divi- 
sions to  the  subdivision, — seventh  rule, 
85-6. 

Doubt  or  doubting,  the  art  of  doubting 
well  difficult  to  teach  and  to  learn,  ii. 
84  : aee  Error,  Causes  of,  Descartes. 

Downam,  ii.  referred  to  on  Aristotle 
and  Plato's  ^ews  of  method,  8. 

Drobisch,  L 124 ; referred  to  on  opposi- 
tion of  concepts,  214  ; on  co-ordination 
of  notions  in  comprehension,  220 ; 224  ; 
254  : 311  : 448;  ii.  23. 

Duncan,  William,  of  Al)erdeen,  his  Loffic, 
LZQ. 

Duncan,  Mark,  L 3^  34jh  S68j  437  : 
reduc^  Cainestres  to  Celarent,  and 
Boroco  to  Ferio  by  counterposition, 
440. 

Kncydnjiccdut  Britannica^  L 113  ei  alihi, 

Ennoematic,  see  Concepts,  Doctrine  of. 

E»vot«,  ambi^ons,  i.  119. 

Enthyraeme,  a syllomsm  defective  in  ex- 
ternal form,  L ; the  common  doc- 
trine of  lomcians  regarding,  386-7  ; this 
doctrine  futile,  and  erroneously  at- 
tributed to  Aristotle,  387  et  seq.  ; ^ 
Not  a sp^ial  form  of  reasoning,  387^; 
2^,  Distinction  of,  as  a s{)ocial  form 
of  reasoning  not  made  by  Aristotle, 
3^  el  seq. ; the  enth>'meme  of  Aristotle, 
what,  889;  various  applications  of  the 
term,  by  Dionysius  of  Ualicamassns, 
author  of  Rhetoric  to  A texander^  Sopater 
Apameensis,  Anlus  Gellius,  Cicero, 
Quintilian,  890 ; denoted,  with  sonm 
of  the  ancients,  a syllogism  with  some 
suppressed  part,  as  the  Aphrodisian, 
Ammonius,  Philoponus,  Pachymeres, 
Quintilian,  Ulpian,  Scholiast  on  Her- 
mogenes,  391  j 3%  Admitting  the  vali- 
dity of  the  discrimination  of  the  En- 
th\'memo,  it  cannot  be  rosthetod  to  a 
syllogism  of  one  suppressed  premise, 
; examples  of,  of  the  first,  second, 
and  third  order,  392 : epigrammatic  ex- 
amples of,  with  suppress^  conclusion, 
393-4. 

Epuheirema  or  Reason-Rendering  Syllo- 


gism, the  first  varie^  of  complex  syllo- 
gism, what,  L 364-6;  authors  referred 
to  on  variations  in  the  application  of  the 
name,  365 ; in  Aristotle,  the  term  is 
used  for  a dialectic  syllogism,  <5.  ; as 
a polysyllogism  comparatively  simple, 
384 ; may  be  drawn  in  any  figure, 
448, 

Epictetus,  L 465  ; fallacies  mentioned 
by,  ib. 

Erasmus,  his  advice  to  a young  man  on 
the  conduct  of  his  studies,  U.  9Z. 

Erizzo,  Sebastiano,  L 

Emesti,  ii.  144. 

Error,  see  Truth  and  Error,  Doctrine  of. 

Error,  Causes,  Occasions,  and  Remedies 
of,  ii.  80-151 ; Bacon’s  classification  of 
the  sources  of,  8^  its  causes  and  occa- 
sions compreheiul^  in  one  or  other  of 
four  classes, — 1®,  In  the  general  circum- 
stances which  modify  the  intellectual 
cliaracter  of  the  Individual ; 2®,  In  the 
Constitution,  Habits,  and  ^lations  of 
his  powers  of  Cognition,  Feeling,  and 
Desire ; 3\  In  Language  as  an  Instru- 
ment of  Thought  and  Merlium  of  Com- 
munication ; or,  4®,  In  the  nature  of  the 
objects  about  which  his  knowledge  is 
conversant,  80 : these  considered  in  de- 
tail, 80  et  seq.  ; L General  circum- 
stances which  modify  the  intellectual 
character  of  the  individnal,  ^ et  seq.  ; 
thrae  of  two  kinds, — 1®,  The  particular 
degrees  of  cultivation  to  which  his  na- 
tion has  attained ; Tlie  stricter  as- 
sociations, as  schools,  sects,  &c.  81  ; 
these  illustrated,  81-93  ; man  by  nature 
social,  and  inflnenced  by  the  opinion  of 
his  fellows,  81  -2 ; Pascal  quotetl  on  the 
power  of  Custom,  8^  an  ingenious 
philosopher  auoted  on  the  same  sub- 
ject, 8^4 ; tne  art  of  doubting  well, 
diflicult  to  learn  and  to  teach,  84-5 : 
two  general  forms  of  the  influence  of 
example,  85.— 1.  Prejudice  in  favour 
of  the  Old,  fe;7:  Prejudice  in  favour 

of  the  New.  87  : P*rejudice  of  Lt^amed 
Authority,  67-8 : means  by  which  the 
influence  of  Society  as  a source  of  Error 
may  be  counteracted,  fil  et  seq. ; neces- 
sary to  institute  a critical  examination 
of  the  contents  of  our  knowle<1go,  91 ; 
the  precept  of  Descartes  on  this  point, 
91  et  seq.  \ conditions  which  modify  its 
application,  92  ; a gnuhial  and  prt^es- 
sive  abrogation  of  prejudices  all  that 
can  be  required  of  the  student  of  phi- 
losophy, 92i3»  II.  The  Constitution. 
Habits,  and  Reciprocal  Relations  of 
the  Powers  of  Cognition,  Feeling,  and 
Dasire,  93-139  : of  two  kintls, — i.  Tlie 
undue  preponderance  of  the  Affective 
Elements  of  Mind,  93  et  seq.  ; influence 
of  passion  on  the  mind,  94j  fiiwthjus 
quoted  on  this  influence,^;  the  pos- 
sibility of  error  limited  to  Probable 
Reasoning,  94-6:  the  Passions  as  sources 
of  error  reduced  to  four,  95-6 1 L Pre- 
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cipitancy,  fiS  et  ieq.\  Seneca  quoted  on, 
ih. ; ErasmUB  uuot^  on,  illiuttra* 
tiona  of,  from  ^Koeca,  Montaigne,  97»8; 
precipitate  dogmatism  and  scepticiNn 
phases  of  the  same  disposition,  98  ; 
remedy  for  precipitation,  98»9 ; 2. 
Sloth.  Seneca  quoted  on,  ; its 
rcmedyTW-lOO ; it  Hope  and  Fear, 
19*2 ; now  these  passions  operate  un- 
favourably  on  tlie  Understanding,  lOO* 
2j  4^  Self-Love,  including  Vanity,  Pride, 
£c.,  1D2  €t  seq.\  Aristotle's  precept  re- 
garding this  passion,  102 ; illustrationa 
of  the  influence  of  Self-Love  on  our 
opinions,  102-4 ; Self-Love  leatU  us  to 
rt^puxl  with  favour  the  opinions  of  those 
to  whom  we  are  in  any  way  attached, 
104  ; Malebranche  adduced  to  this  ef- 
fect, 104-5  ; this  shown  especially  when 
the  passion  changes,  105  ; Amauld 
holds  that  man  is  naturally  envious, 
105 ; the  love  of  Disputation,  105-6 ; 
the  affections  now  mentioned  the  im- 
mediate causes  of  all  error,  106 : pre- 
liminary conditions  re<^uUit6  for  the 
efliciency  of  precepts  against  the  sources 
of  error,  106-8;  rules  against  errors 
from  the  affections,  108.  ii.  Weak- 
ness and  DUproportioued  Strength  of 
the  Faculties  of  Knowledge,  lW-39  ; 
neglect  of  the  limited  nature  of  the  Hu- 
man Intellect  a source  of  error,  109  et 
sfy. ; L Philosophy  of  the  Absolute, 
110 ; 2i  A oue-sul^  view  of  the  flni- 
tude  of  the  mind,  110  et  uq. ; this  il- 
lustrated by  reference  to  the  two  con- 
tradictories,— the  absolute  commence- 
ment and  the  infinite  non-commence- 
ment of  time,  111 ; the  same  principle 
exemplified  in  the  case  of  the  necessi- 
tarian argument  against  the  freedom  of 
the  human  will,  111-2 ; and  in  the  case 
of  the  libertarian  argument  in  behalf  of 
free-will,  112-3 ; weakness  and  dispro- 
]K)rtioned  strength  of  the  several  Cog- 
nitive Faculties,  as  a source  of  error, 
113  ei  seq.  ; these  faculties  of  two 
classes — a Lower  and  a Higher,  118 ; 
A.  The  Lower  Class,  113  et  L The 
l^resenUtive  Faculty  of  two  kinds, 
113;  a.  External  Perception,  as  a source 
of  error,  Hi  ei  »eq. ; conditions  of  iU 
adequate  activity,  114-5 ; precautions 
with  a view  to  detecting  illusions  of  the 
Senses,  and  obviating  the  errors  to 
which  they  lead,  115-6 ; bf  Self-Con- 
sciousness, as  a source  of  error,  116  et 
eeq.  ; tliis  power  varies  in  intensity  ac- 
conling  to  time,  state  of  health,  and 
object,  116-7 ; 2.  Memory,  as  a source 
of  error,  HIT/  aea.  ; os  feeble,  118  ; as 
too  strong,  118-20;  remedies  for  these 
opposite  extremes,  120 ; 3.  The  Repro- 
ductive Faculty,  of  two  kinds,  120^21 ; 
a.  Reminiscence,  as  a source  of  error, 
121  ; its  undue  activity,  i5. ; its  iuac- 
livity,  ib. ; b.  Bu^estion  or  Associa- 
tion, as  a source  m error,  122  et  eeq. ; 


influence  of  Association  in  matters  of 
Taste,  123 ; Stewart  quoted  on  this  iii- 
flueacern4-6  ; Condillac  quoted  on  the 
aame,  126-7 ; Graveeande,  Herodo- 
tus, and  Justin,  referred  to  on  the  same, 
127-8 ' only  remedy  for  the  influence  of 
Association  is  the  Philosophy  of  the 
Human  Mind,  128-30 ; L Imagination, 
as  a source  of  error,  I3I  et  weq. ; its 
necessity  in  scieutitic  pursuits,  181 ; 
defect  in  the  art  of  mMem  times  as 
compared  with  that  of  ancient,  arising 
from  imperfect  culture  of  imagination, 
131-2  ; errors  arising  from  the  dispro- 
portion between  imamnation  and  judg- 
ment, 132  et  aeq.  \ tnose  arising  from 
the  weakness  of  imagination,  183 : from 
its  disproportionate  vivacity,  reme- 
dies for  Uiese  defects,  13£i  IL  Higher 
faculties,  13i  et  aeq.  ; 5^  Elaborative 
Faculty  as  a source  of  Error,  134  et  aeq. ; 
error  does  not  lie  in  the  condiitions  of 
our  higher  faculties,  but  is  possible  in 
the  ap])licatioD  of  the  laws  of  those 
faculties  to  detenuinate  cases,  134-5 ; 
defective  action  of  the  understanding 
may  arise  from  one  of  three  causes ; a. 
Natural  feebleness,  b.  Want  of  neces- 
sary experience,  c.  Inoompetency  of 
attention,  136-6 ; G.  Regulative  Faculty 
not  properly  a source  of  error,  137  ; 
remote  sources  of  error  in  tlie  different 
habits  determined  by  sex,  age,  bodily 
constitution,  education,  4ca,  137 ; se- 
lected examples  of  these, — a one-sided 
cultivation  of  the  intellectual  wwen, 
187  ; this  exemplified  in  three  oifferent 
pho^, — in  exclusive  cultivation,  L 
Of  the  powers  of  observation,  2L  Of 
metaphysics,  3,  Of  mathematics,  188 ; 
Stewart  referred  to  on  the  two  latter 
errors,  189 ; 111.  Language  as  a source 
of  error.  1^^ ; its  general  character 
considered  with  a view  to  show  how 
it  becomes  the  occasion  of  error,  140-43  * 
in  what  sense  language  is  natural 
to  man,  1^-41 ; difficulty  as  to  the 
origin  of  language,  142  : language 

has  a general  and  a special  character, 
142-8 ; no  language  is  a perfect  iu- 
stnunent  of  thougot,  1^ ; languaf^ 
from  their  multitude,  difficulty  of  their 
acquisition,  inadequacy,  ambi^ity  of 
words,  are  sources  of  error,  14^  this 
illustrated,  144  et  aeq. ; signs  necessary 
for  the  internal  operation  of  thought, 
ib.\  and  for  its  communication,  145  ; 
intonations  of  the  voice  the  only  ade- 
quate sensible  symbols  of  thought  and 
its  communication,  ; these  articu- 
late and  inarticulate,  tb.  ; the  latter 
constitute  Language  Proj>er,  how 
this  is  a source  of  erTor,~l45  - 6 ; 
the  ambiraity  of  words  the  principal 
source  of  error  originating  in,  146 ; 
two  circumstances  under  this  head 
which  mutually  affect  each  other, 
146-7  ; the  vocabulary  of  every  language 
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noc^AAorily  finite,  and  the  coneequencee 
of  tliis,  147  ; worda  are  merely  hints  to 
the  mind,  147>8 ; reme<lv  for  error 
arising  from  langu^e,  149-bO  ; IV.  Tlie 
Objects  of  our  Knowled^  a source  of 
error,  150 ; rulee  touching  the  causes 
and  remedies  of  our  false  judgments, 
150.51. 

Esnence,  Essentials,  or  Internal  Denomi. 
nations,  what,  L *il7. 

Esser,  quoted  on  the  distinction  of  the 
matter  and  fonn  of  thought,  L 1^  on 
the  latter  as  the  object  of  I.>ogic  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  former,  16-7 ; on  the 
laws  of  thought  as  thought  os  strictly 
the  object  of  Logic.  17-8  : t^uotod  on 
the  dbitinction  of  logical  and  meta- 
])hysical  truth,  106-7 ; referred  to  on 
relation  of  concepts  to  their  origin  as 
lUrect  or  indirect,  140 ; 142 ; quote<l 
on  the  clearness  and  obscurity  of  con- 
cepts,  160-62 ; quoted  on  tlie  special 
conditions  of  the  distinctness  of  a con- 
cept, 165-7 ; 168;  169 : quoted  on  the 
higlMst  point  of  the  (listinctnees  of  a 
conc6]>t,  169-70 ; quoted  on  the  im- 
pmibilitv  of  notions  absolutely  i<len- 
tical,  213;  quoted  on  the  agreement 
ami  difference  of  concepts  and  judg- 
ments, 2y>-81 ; 247  ; quoted  on  certain 
ultra-loelcal  dL^inctious  of  proposi* 
tions,  <^5-7  ; quote*!  on  the  act  of  rea- 
soning, 268-9 ; quoted  on  the  general 
conditions  of  avllogisin,  280 ; quoted  on 
the  form  of  syllogism  as  a ground  of  its 
division  iuto  si>ecies,  288-90 : on  the 
laws  regulating  the  various  kinds  of 
syllogisms,  29i-> ; 306;  quoted  on  poei- 
tire  and  contrary  opposition  in  a dis- 
junctive reasoning,  3^ ; on  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  disjunctive  syllogism,  3^1 ; 
on  the  several  |)arU  of  the  disjunctive 
syllogism,  8314 ; quoted  on  the  mcu- 
liar  principle  of  tlie  hyjiothetical  syl- 
logism, 34^42 ; (pioted  on  the  first  rule 
of  hy|>othetical  syllogism,  345-6 ; on 
the  ground  on  wliich  the  hypothetical 
syllogism  has  l>een  regarded  as  having 
only  two  terms  and  two  propositions, 
346-8 ; quote*l  on  relation  of  syllo- 
gisms to  each  other,  363 ; quoted  on 
Epicheirema  and  Sorites,  w4 : 451 ; 
quoted  on  division  In  general,  ii.  22-5 ; 
on  logical  division,  2o-30;  quoted  on 
the  rules  of  division,  31-6 ; quoted  on 
rules  of  division  sjiringing  from  rela- 
tions of  dividing  members  to  the  divid- 
e<l  wholes,  ^ ; on  the  relation  of  the 
several  dividing  members  to  each  other, 
35 ; on  the  rule  of  division, — Vicisio  ne 
Jiai  ptr  9cUtum,  35-8 ; quoted  on  the 
differences  of  probations,  43-6  ; on  pure 
and  empirical  probations,  46-6 ; quoted 
on  distinctions  of  probations  from  their 
intenud  form,  4/-9 ; on  probations, 
under  the  internal  form,  as  synthetic 
nnd  analytic,  49-51 ; 66,  7^  153 ; quotetl 
on  exjierlence  and  ob^iration,  lo6-64  ; 


noted  on  induction  and  analogy,  166-7 ; 
<58  ; 169 ; quoted  on  sum  of  iloctrine  of 
induction,  170;  quoted  on  induction 
and  analogy  as  not  affording  absolute 
certainty,  173-4 ; quoted  on  testimony, 
17t^8 ; 179;  quotctl  on  credibility  of 
testimony  in  general,  179-85;  on  testi- 
mony in  special,  185-90 ; quoted  on 
criticism  and  interpretation,  193-201 ; 
quoted  on  speculation  as  a means  oi 
knowle<lge,  202-3. 

Eudomus^  refen*ed  to  on  use  of  the  term 
cateporical,  L 2i4  ; his  nomenclature  of 
the  parts  of  the  hyiKithctical  syllogism, 
340. 

Eugenios,  or  Eugenius,  L lift  ; 142 : 200  ; 
referred  to  on  the  distinction  of  Poten- 
tial  and  Actual  in  relation  to  notions, 
206  ; <|uoto*l  on  import  of  tlie  term 
wAAoyiaM^,  279  ; 281 ; 325 ; quoted  ou 
genus  of  L^c,  ii.  237. 

Einor,  employed  circular  diagrams  as  lo- 
gic^ notation,  L 256 : but  not  the 
tiret,  ib. 

Eustochius,  referred  to  on  Method  in  Lo- 
gic, ii.  9, 

Kustrntius,  ii.  3. 

Example,  Aristotle  quotc<l  on,  li.  367. 

Excluded  Middle,  or  Third,  principle  of, 
a fumlamental  law  of  tliought,  L 79 ; 
what,  8^  its  lopcal  significance,  ib.  ; 
the  principle  of  disjunctive  judgments. 
84 ; its  history,  82  et  teg. ; can  l»e  trace*! 
hack  to  Plato,  87-00 ; explicitly  enoun- 
ced by  Aristotle,  90  ; enounced  by  Ci- 
cero, 91  ; rooeivLHl  the  ap]>«llation  by 
which  it  is  now  known  at  a *‘OUi]»ara- 
lively  modem  date,  probably  from 
Baumgarten,  91j  regulates  in  conjunc- 
tion with  that  of  ^ason  and  Conse- 
quent Uvpot!jetico-<lit*junctive  Svllo- 
^sms,  291 ; determines  the  form  of  the 
l)isjunctive  Syllogism,  3*.M ; 354  ; au- 
thors referre*!  to  on,  ii.  249;  whether 
identical  with  law  of  C-ontradictiou,  t5. ; 
whether  a valid  and  legitimate  law, 
249  - 50 ; tet  Fundamental  Laws  of 
Thought. 

Exclusive  and  Exceptive  Particles,  what, 
ami  their  effect  as  indirectly«j>rc<lesig- 
nating  the  ure*licate,  ii.  2*32 ; nuthori- 
ti*9s  referreil  to  on,  i6. ; lee  Pi'Ojtoti' 
tiotut  Ezpon  ibiUt, 

Experience,  tee  Knowledjre,  Doctrine  of 
tne  Acquisition  an*l  Perfecting  of. 

Experiential,  or  Experimental  Proi>osi- 
tions,  what,  i.  266. 

Facciolati,  L 191 : 197 ; quoted  on  the 
meaning  ami  distinction  of  (aUyuricum. 

and  U'anteen.den*,  198  ; refermi 
to  on  Categories,  200-1  ; referred  to  on 
Whole  and  Part,  202;  226  ; 282j  311 ; 
865;  367;  876;  462T4I^464:  ii.  51: 
his  Lofftca  recommended.  244 ; quotm 
on  Induction,  372. 

Fallacies,  what,  L 449 ; of  two  kinds, — 
Pamlogisms  nnd  Sophisms,  ilt,\  this 
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difltinction  not  of  tirictly  logical  im- 
ptirt,  452 ; but  not  without  l(»ginal 
value,  ib, ; divided  into  Formal,  Mate- 
rial, and  those  at  once  Formal  and  Ma- 
terial, ib.  454  ; Material  lie  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  Logic,  tb.  ; Ancient 
Greek  Sonhixma,  their  character,  452-4; 
ronsidered  in  detail  in  as  far  aa  they  lie 
within  a single  syllogism,  4i^  et 
ii.  Ij  L Formal  Fallacies,  Categorical, 
L 455-8  : first  subonlinate  class,-— those 
consisting  in  quat^miotu  /crM/noram, 
455  ; under  this  genus  are  comjirised 
three  sjiecles,  1*,  FaUatia 
Mii/t  et  divisi,  456 ; modes  of  this  fal- 
lacy, 45^7 ; 2"*,  Fallaeic  a dicta  secua- 
dum  quid  ad  dictum  simplicitcr,  457  ; 

FtiUaeia  Jinunr  dictioHU^  457  : II. 
Material,  458^w  ; of  two  kinds, — 1.)  Of 
an  Unreal  Universality',  458-& ; 2.)  Of 
Unreal  Middle  or  lieason,  45^69 : 
those  kimU  of,  coincide,  460 ; this  fal* 
lacy  as  dangerous  in  its  negative  as  in 
its  positive  form,  460  ; species  of  this 
fallacy,—!*,  Sophijnna  cum  hoc,  vel  j}oH 
hoc,  ergo  propter  hoe,  461-2 : 2®,  Ignawi. 
Ratio,  4d2-3  ; the  history  of  this  fal- 
lacy, 463-4  ; its  vice,  464  ; 8*,  Sttphinma 
polg:d($eot,  ib.  ; its  various  designa- 
tions, 465-6 ; 4 , SophUma  heterozete- 
9C09,  466 ; its  varioui}  names,  t'6. ; its 
character,  ib.  ; the  Liligiotue,  467  ; 
illustrated  in  the  cose  of  Protagoras 
nnd  Eualhliis,  467-8  ; and  in  the  raml- 
lel  case  of  Corax  and  Tisias,  468 ; see 
Prol>ation,  Doctrine  of. 

Fear,  see  Error,  Causes  of. 

Feuerlin,  referred  to  on  principle  of  Suffi- 
cient Reason,  i 94< 

Fichte,  placed  the  law  of  Identity  os  tlie 
primary  principle  of  all  knowledge,  L 92. 

Figure,  of  Syllomsm,  constituteil  by  the 
place  which  the  middle  term  holds  in 
premises,  L 395,  ^6.  400  ; the  Four 
Figures  arise  from  the  relative  positions 
of  the  middle  term,  896 ; formula  of 
tlie  Figures  in  com  prehension  and  Ex- 
tension, ib.  ; mnemonic  verses  for  these 
in  Comprehension  and  Extension,  ^2  ; 
the  naaie  Hgure,  given  by  Aris- 

totle, 400 ; the  first,  on  the  prevalent 
doctrine,  not  properly  a figure,  ib.  ; 
three  figures  distingui.shtHl  by  Aris- 
totle, ib. ; fourth  attribute<i  to  Galeu, 
but  on  slender  aulhorit^v,  400-1,  423  ; 
first  notice  of  Fourth  Figure  by  Aver- 
roos,  401  : complex  mMification  of 
Figure  by  the  Quantity  and  Quality  of 
the  propositions,  or  the  Mood,  of  a rea- 
soning, 401-2  \ see  Mood  of  Syllogism  ; 
doctrine  of  the  Figures  according  to  the 
logicians,  and  in  Extension  alone,  405- 
22 ; symbol  by  letters  of  the  First 
Flrore.  405 : rules  of  First  Figure, 
405-6 ; legitimate  moods  of  First  Figure, 
with  circular  diagrams  illustrative  of, 
406  8 j Second  Figure,  its  symbols,  408; 
its  rules,  403-9  : its  legitimate  moods. 


with  diagrams,  410-11 ; Third  Figure, 
— iu  symljol,  412:  Its  rule-s,  41^4  ; iU 
legitimate  moods,  with  diagrams,  414-8; 
Fourth  Figure,— its  symbol,  418 ; its 
rules,  418-9  ; its  legitimate  moods,  with 
diagrams,  420-*^ ; whatever  figure  is 
valid  and  regular  in  Extension  is  also 
valid  and  regular  in  Comprehension, 
4y2-3 : criticism  of  the  foregoing  doc- 
trine of  Figure,  426  et  seq.  ; the  Fourth 
Figure, — repudiated  hy  the  great  ma- 
ionty  of  the  rigid  Aiistotelians,  4*^ ; 
logicians  not  in  posse.ssion  of  the 
grounds  on  which  this  figure  may  lie 
set  aside,  424  ; grounds  on  which  the 
Fourth  Figure  ought  to  be  disallowed, 
424.  et  setj. ; a cross  inference  possible 
from  Extension  to  Comprehension,  and 
vice  versa,  424-5 ; this  tne  nature  of  the 
inference  in  the  Fourth  Figure,  425 ; 
this  proveil  and  illustrate<l,  425-o:  this 
hybnd  inference  is— 1*,  Unnatural ; 2*, 
Useless  ; 3“,  Logically  invalid,  4^  8 ; 
general  character  of  the  Second,  Third, 
and  Fourth  Figures,  430-81 : the  lost 
three  figures  only  the  mutilated  expres- 
sions of  a complex  mental  process,  and 
virtually  identical  with  tlie  first,  4^  et 
seq,  ; this  shown  in  detail,  434-6.  but 
see  Mood  of  Svllogtsm,  Figure  in  rela- 
tion to  Hypothetical,  Disjunctive,  and 
llypotbetico-  Disjunctive  Syllogisms, 
416-8  : of  no  account  in  varying  the 
Syllogism,  ii.  41^4  ; double  conclusion, 
in  Second  and  Tliinl  Figures,  414-21 : 
grounds  on  which  it  has  l^n  attemptea 
to  establish  the  discrimination  of  a 
ma^ior  and  minor  term  in  the  Second 
and  Third  Figures,  415  et  sm.  ; Aristo- 
tle, 41.5-6 ; Ammonius  and  rhiloponus, 
416  ; Herminus,  ib.  ; Alexander  Aphro- 
diaiensis,  416-7 : Scotus,  417 ; Mendoza, 
%b. ; anticipator)’  recognitions  of  the 
truth  that  there  is  no  major  or  minor 
term  in  the  second  and  third  figures, 
418-21 ; by  certain  early  Greek  loci- 
Clans.  418 : by  Valla,  418-9 ; by  John 
Sergeant,  419-21 ; historioal  notices  re- 
garding figure  of  syllogism.  421-57 ; 
Aristotle.  421-8 : Alexander  and  Her- 
minus,  4*.g-8 ; Philoponus  (or  Ammo- 
nius),  428-32 ; Martianus  Capella,  482  8 ; 
J.sidorus,  438;  Averroes.  433-4  ; Mel- 
anchthon,  434-5 ; Amaulu,  485  6 : Gros- 
ser, 436 ; ‘Lambert,  436-41 ; Platner, 
441-2 : Fries,  442- .5  ; Krug  and  Beneke, 
445-50 ; Titius,  450-7 : direct  and  in- 
direct  moods  in  first  and  fourth  figure, 
458 : but  not  in  second  and  third,  t6. ; 
fourth  figure,  — its  character,  459 ; 
authors  by  whom  held  that  fourth 
figure  differs  from  first  only  by  transpo- 
sition of  premises,  458 ; moods  of  fourth 
figure  r^ressed,  460-1 ; criticism  of 
fourth  figure,  461-2;  authorities  for 
and  i^ainst  this  figure,  463-4. 

First  Figure,  see  Figure. 

FUchaber,  ii.  215. 
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FUcber.  referred  to  on  co-ordin*tion  of 
notions  in  Comprehension,  L 820.  224 : 
264. 

Fonseca,  P.,  L 2^  ^ 807;  4^  409: 
4y ; referred  to  m against  the  docMne 
of  a material  quantiHcation  of  the  pre. 
dicate  in  reciprocating  propositions,  it 
SOO. 

Fontaine,  La,  quoted,  it  79. 

Formal  Induction,  see  Induction. 

Formal  Truth,  see  Truth  and  Error.  Doc* 
trine  of. 

Formal  and  Material,  their  distinction, 
it  296-801. 

Fourth  Finre,  see  Figure. 

Fries,  L on  principle  of  Double  Ne* 
gation."^  210J  2M  ; 806 ; 8^ 

867j  ii.  42:~W:  Z3j  m_;  144i  174; 
uoted  on  Canons  of  Syllogism,  8^ 
1 ; quoted  on  Figure  of  Syllogism, 
44^S. 

Frobesiua,  his  compend  of  Wolf*s  Loffic 
recommended,  ii.  245. 

Fundamental  Laws  of  Thought,  order  of 
their  consideration,  L 79_;  these  four  in 
number, — 1.  Identity,  2.  Contradiction 
or  Non  > Contradiction,  X Excluded 
Middle,  4.  Reason  and  Consequent,  or 
Sufficient  Reason,  Z&  d $eq.  {}mt  see  ^ ; 
their  history,  86-95,  m these  Lews ; 
general  obeervations  in  relation  to,  96 
tt  $eq. ; these  fall  into  two  classes,  the 
first  olm  consisting  of  the  three  prin* 
ciplee  of  Identity,  Contradiction,  and 
Excluded  Middle,  the  second  of  the 
principle  of  Res^n  and  Consequent 
alone,  9^  this  classification  founded, 
1*.  On  the  difference  of  connection  IM* 
tween  the  laws  themselves,  9Z ; 2%  On 
the  difference  of  the  euds  which  the  two 
classes  severally  accomplish,  ^ two 
counter  opinions  r^arding  the  limits  of 
objective  possibility.  9^  the  respective 
•pneree  of  the  two  classes  of  the  laws  of 
timught  defined  and  illustrated,  99  d 
; to  deny  the  universal  application 
of  the  first  three  laws  is  to  subvert  the 
reality  of  thought.  ^ 100 ; but  this  it 
not  involved  in  u^enial  of  the  uni* 
versal  application  of  the  law  of  Reason 
and  Consequent,  lOQ  d »fq. ; this  law 
shown  in  general  not  to  be  the  measure 
of  objective  possibility,  100-5  ; by  refer* 
ence  to  extension,  1°,  As  a whole,  101-2; 
distinction  of  positive  and  negative 
thought,  102 : this  law  not  the  criterion 
of  objective  ]MssibiUty  shown  by  refer* 
ence  to  extension  ; ^ As  a part.  103-4; 
8*.  By  reference  to  the  law  of  Reason 
and  Consequent  itself,  104 ; this  law 
reducible  to  a higher  principle,  104-5 ; 
summary  statement  of  the  spheres  of 
these  laws,  105;  the  general  infioenee 
which  the  fore^ing  laws  exert  on  the 
operations  of  thinkmg,  10-5-8  ; the  high* 
eet  criterion  of  non-reality,  but  no  cri* 
terion  of  reality,  106  ; erroneously  held 
to  be  the  positive  standard  of  inith,  ib. ; 
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the  abeolatists  proceed  on  their  sub- 
version, 107-8  ; tne  whole  of  these  laws 
operative  in  each  form  of  syllogism,  si- 
though  certain  of  them  more  promi- 
nently regulate  each  various  form, 
368-6 ; their  relations,  ii.  246 ; authors 
on,  in  general,  ib. ; of  two  kinds, — the 
laws  of  the  Thinkable,  and  the  laws  of 
Tliinking,  246-7 : that  they  belong  to 
I^ic,  247  ; on  order  and  mutual  rela- 
tion of,  ib.  ; by  whom  iutroduced  into 
Logic,  ib. ; in  particular,  authors  on, 
247-60  ; tee  Identity,  Contradiction,  Ex- 
cluded Middle. 

Galr,  Thbopbilus.L  456. 

Galen,  the  fourth  ngure  of  syllogi.<im  at- 
tributed to,  but  on  slender  authority, 
i.  400*1,  423 ; new  logical  treatise  of, 
401. 

Galileo,  his  rebuke  of  the  Professor  of 
Psdu^  u.  m 

GsUuppi,  quoted  on  Canons  of  syllogism, 

il  Ul 

Gassendi,  L ^2  ; 466  ; 466 : iL  6j  referred 
to,  on  Method  in  Lc^c,  9. 

Gellins.  tee  Aulus  GelUus. 

General  or  Abstract  Logic,  tee  Logic. 

Generalisation,  what,  L 126 ; its  whole 
mystery  explained,  128.  tu  ConcepU, 
D^trine  of. 

Generic  and  8])ecific  Difference,  tee  Genus 
and  Species. 

Generification  and  Specification,  limited 
expressions  for  the  processes  of  Abstrac* 
tion  and  Determination,  considered  in 
a particular  relation,  i.  191,  1^,  198-6 ; 
depend  on  the  two  laws  of  Homogen- 
eitv  and  Heterogeneity,  210 ; tee  Genus 
and  Species. 

Genetic  Definition,  tet  Definition. 

Genovesi,  or  (^enuensis,  referred  to  on 
one  science  being  the  instrument  of 
another,  L 35-6 ; his  Latin  Lo^c  no- 
ticed, ^ ii  199 ; it  and  the  Italian 
Logic  recommended,  244. 

Genuensls,  tee  Genovesi 

Genus  and  Species,  or  General  and  Spe- 
cial notion,  what  and  bow  designate, 
L 191 ; the  distinction  of,  merely  rel- 
ative, 192-8 ; the  ahetraction  which 
carries  up  species  into  mnera,  called 
Generification  or  Geoendisation.  191, 
198-4 : the  determination  which  aivides 
a genns  into  its  species,  called  Specifi- 
cation, 192. 194*5  ; gradations  of  genera 
and  specie,  and  their  designations,  196, 
ly ; Supreme  or  Most  General  genus, 
wli^  19^  Subaltern  or  Intermediate 
genus,  wMt,  ib. ; Lowest  or  Most  Spe- 
cial species,  what,  »6. ; Subaltern  or 
Intermediate  species,  what,  196  ; these 
distinctions  taken  from  Porpbvry'i  7n- 
trodytetio%  to  the  Caitoori^f  ih. ; a ge- 
nus as  containing  under  it  species,  or 
a species  as  containing  under  it  indivi- 
duals, is  called  a Lc&cal,  Universal, 
Subject,  Subjective,  or  Potential  whole, 
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201  ; an  individual  m containing  in  it 
sjieciefl,  or  a s(>ecieA  as  containing  in  it 
genera,  ia  called  a Metaphyaical,  For- 
mal, or  Actual  whole,  ib.  ; theae  dis- 
tinctiona  illuatrated,  et  tee 

Whole ; Generic  and  Specific  Differ- 
ence, 207  ♦ 8 ; as  contradistinguislied 
from  Individual  Difference,  llOa ; <>>0- 
speciea,  what,  209 ; the  claaaitication 
of  things  by  genera  and  si>ecie8  gov- 
erned by  two  laws— via.,  of  Homogen- 
eity amt  of  Heterogeneity,  2i>9-lU'  a 
third  law  alleged  by  Kaiit—vix.,  of  lAt’ 
gical  Affinity  or  continuitv,  but  reject- 
ed, 211  ^ Genus  and  Difference,  the 

• elements  of  Definition  Proper,  ii,  ^ 

12. 

George  of  Trebisond,  or  Georgias  Trape- 
zuntiuH,  described  the  process  of  !;^>r- 
ites,  hut  gave  it  no  appropriate  name, 

i aiL 

Gerlach,  L SiL 

Gibbon,  his  practice  in  reading,  ii. 

220. 

Oleig,  Dr,  mistook  Reid’s  view  of  Con- 
ception, L 113. 

Ooclenius,  Rodolphus,  discovered  and 
signalisetl  the  Regressive  Comprehen- 
sive Uorites,  L 883 ; but  liefore  him  this 
given  by  Padus,  id. ; it  lA 

Omiwin,  quoted  on  com(>osition  as  a 
means  of  intellectual  improvement,  ii. 
2119.1Q. 

Goethe,  his  estimate  of  mathematics,  ii. 

122. 

Great  Britain,  the  conntry  in  which  Lo- 
gic has  been  most  generally  and  com- 
pletely misundersto^,  L 29. 

Greek  Sophisms,  ancient,  their  character, 
L 152_L 

OroKser,  or  Groasems,  L ^ ; quoted  on 
figure  of  syllogism,  ii  486. 

Oundling,  1. 

Gunner,  L 85. 

Harvet,  Gideois,  his  use  of  CoAcept,  L 
42. 

Heereboor^  his  Praxit  Logiea  referred 
to,  ii.  22.5. 

Hegel^  his  employment  of  the  term  Dux- 
fcc/ic,  L repudiated  the  prindples  of 
Contradiction  and  Exclmled  Middle  in 
relation  to  the  absolute,  90  ; rejected 
the  principle  of  Identity  as  applicable 
only  to  the  finite,  a dying  deliver- 
ance of,  894. 

Heraclitus,  quoted,  it  208. 

Herbart,  referred  to  for  a complicated 
theory  of  Sorites  in  different  figures,  L 
448. 

Hcnler,  quoted  on  tendency  of  the  age  to 
over-reading,  it  217. 

Herm.ann,  Gottfried,  L 393. 

Herminus,  his  ground  of  the  discrimina- 
tion of  major  and  minor  terms  in  the 
second  and  third  figures,  ii.  416 ; quot- 
ed on  figure  of  syllogism,  423- 5. 

Hermogenes,  L 4Go ; U,  23. 


Herodotus,  case  cited  from,  illustrating 
the  power  of  Association,  ii.  128. 

Heterogeneity,  Law  of,  what,  i.  210, 
Genus  and  species. 

Hibemicus,  Thomas,  ii.  212. 

Hickock,  l>r,  1 >gical  treatise  by,  com- 
mended, ii.  245. 

Hilaire,  St,  his  translation  of  Aristotle's 
Orpanon  recommended,  ii.  244 ; 396. 

Ilituu,  Dr,  his  encomium  of  the  KUnenU 
of  Logic  of  Dr  Whately,  L 30. 

Uispanus,  Petrus,  Pope  John  xx..  or  xxi., 
or  xxii.,  L 265 ; author  of  the  l^tin 
mnemonic  verses  for  Mood  and  Figure 
of  Syllogism,  431  ; notice  of,  431-2 ; 
his  SHmmula,  for  many  centuries  the 
text-book  of  Logic  in  the  schools  of  the 
Uitin  Church,  432. 

Hobbes,  maintained  all  thought  to  be  at 
bottom  a calculation,  L 279 ; quoted  on 
the  inHuence  of  authority  on  opinion, 
iL  95. 

Hiioker,  L 119. 

Hoffbauer,  L 60 ; 8^  ^ 806;  it  5j 
174  ; quoted  on  canons  of  syllogism, 

3^. 

Hollmann,  L 4^  408  ; 4^  IL  174. 

Homogeneity,  law  of,  what,  L 209,  $*« 
Genus. 

Hope  and  Fear,  see  Error,  Causes  of. 

Hospinian,  John,  erroneously  attributed 
the  invention  of  the  Fourth  Figure  to 
Scotus,  L 424. 

Human  Mind,  limited  nature  of,  as  a 
source  of  error,  see  Error,  Causes  of. 

Hume,  David,  L 118;  quoted  on  indis- 
tinctness of  terms,  174-5 ; quoted  on 
belief  as  the  root  of  knowledge,  ii  72. 

Hutchison,  Francis,  quoted  on  canons  of 
syllogism,  ii.  828^. 

Hy|x>lomma,  name  for  minor  premise  or 
subsumption  of  a syllogism,  l 283. 

Hypothesis,  what,  L w6,  it  164 ; iU 
place  and  end  in  science,  164-5. 

Hypothetical  Judgment  or  Proposition, 
see  Judgments,  latrine  of. 

Hyiiothetical  Proposition,  application  of 
tne  doctrine  of  a quantified  predicate 
to,  and  its  result,  ii  2^,  Bte  Hypotheti- 
cal Syllogism. 

Hyi>otheticaI  Reasoning  or  Svllo^m,  the 
second  class  of  Conditional  Syllogisms, 
and  third  class  afforded  by  Internal 
Form  of  Syllogism,  L ^7  : its  general 
character^a  reasoning  whose  form  is 
determined  by  the  Law  of  Reason  and 
Consequent,  and  whose  sumption  is  thus 
necessarily  an  liywtbeticaljproposition, 
^7-8 : of  two  forms.  Affirmative  or 
Constructive — modn$  ponent,  and  Nem- 
tive  or  Destructive — modus  ioUenty  83Z ; 
authors  referred  to  on  use  of  terms 
ponen*  and  <of/ciu,  3^ ; mnemonic 
verses  for  these  forms,  A.  j authors  ou. 
in  general,  referred  to.  ih. ; its  general 
character  explicated,  8^  ef  ; con- 
tains three  propositions,  839 ; the 
tfiof/a#  ponent  and  modiu  toUent  Ulus- 
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tnted,  8S9-40 : DomeocUture  of  Theo> 
phrMtui^  Euatmiu,  kc..  regarding, 
; its  pecalisr  principle^the  Law 
of  Kesson  and  Con^usnL  840  «t  »eq. ; 
this  principle,  how  variously  enonnced, 

341  ; why  we  cannot  conclude  from  the 
truth  of  the  consequent  to  the  truth 
of  the  antecedent,  and  from,  the  ftilse- 
hood  of  the  antecedent  to  the  falsehood 
of  the  consequent,  341-2 ; conversion 
of,  to  categorical  syllogisms  is,  1'*,  Un- 
necessary, ; 2*,  Not  always  possible, 

342  4 ; authors  on  the  conversion  of, 
referred  to,  842 ; those  of  one  form 
easilv  convertible  into  another,  344  : 
special  rules  of,  844-5 ; these  explioitea 
— hrst  rule,  342  ei  nq.  ; rebates  the 
general  form  of,  W ; grouna  on  which 
It  bos  been  reganled  as  having  only  two 
terms  and  two  proposittons,  346 ; this 
view  erroneous,  346-7 ; — second  rule, 
847-9 ; that  the  sumption  is  always  de- 
finite, to  be  understood  in  a qualified 
sense,  343 ; that  the  sumption  is  always 
affirmative,  349  ; the  suMuxnption  of, 
ib. thiid  raIer^9-50.  set  ii.  38^ 
though  prominently  regulated  by  the 
law  of  Reason  and  Conseouent,  still  the 
other  logical  laws  operauve  in,  i 355 : 
difficulty  in  connectlOD  with,  in  regard 
to  the  doctrine  that  all  reasoning  is 
either  from  whole  to  part  or  from  the 
parts  to  the  whole,  stated  and  obviated, 
322  et  seq.  ; antec^ent  and  conM6(]Uent 
of,  equal  to  condition  and  conditioned, 
35d ; hence  the  reason  or  condition 
most  contain  the  consequent,  whole 
and  parts  respectively  may  be  viewed 
in  thought  either  as  the  conditioning  or 
as  the  conditioned,  8^ : application  of 
this  doctrine  to  the  solution  of  the  pre- 
vious difficulty,  359 ; not  liable  to  the 
affection  of  figure,  442 ; Author's 
later  doctrine  of  Hypothetical  (or  Con- 
tunetive  and  Disjnnctive)  Reasoning, 
ii.  376-402  ; these  reducible  to  immMi- 
ate  inferences,  37^7.  378.  38(M.  383, 
8^ ; referred  to  the  class  6r~E*pli^ 
lives  or  Conditionals,  377-9 ; not  com- 
posite by  contrast  to  the  regular  syllo- 
gism, but  more  simple,  883  ; only  pre- 
parations for  argumentation,  3&i-4, 
392  ; canons  of  Hypothetical  syllogism, 
882-3,  387;  theory  of,  r^arded  as  alter- 
nativeai~^8-95 ; errors  of  logicians  re- 
garding,  894-5 ; historical  notices  of, 
895-40*2 ; Aristotle,  895-6 ; Ammonius 
Hermise,  396-7 ; Anonymous  Sebolion, 
and  matter  relative  to,  897- 402. 

Hji^thetico  - Disjunctive  or  Dilemmatic 
judgment,  see  Judgments,  Doctrine 
of 

Hypothetico-Dirinnetive  Syllocdsm,  Dil- 
emmatic or  Dilemma,  third  class  of 
Conditional  Syllogism  and  fourth  class 
afforded  by  Internal  Form  of  Syllogism, 

L 291.  350;  refralated  by  the  laws  of 
Excluded  Middle  and  of  Reason  and 


Consequent  in  ooninnetion,  221 ; what, 
850;  held  by  Wallis  to  be  a negative  in- 
duction, ib.  ; its  character  explicated, 
ib.  ; designations  of — ceralinus^  comu^ 
tus,  jc.,  syllogismAis^  dv.,  851-2 : rules 
for  sifliiig  a proposed  dilemma,  352-3. 

Idea,  the  term,  reason  why  not  regularly 
employed,  and  sense  in  which  it  is 
occasionally  used  by  the  author,  L 
126. 

Identity,  principle  of,  a fundamental  law 
of  thought,  L 79:  wliat,  79-80 ; vari- 
ously enounced,  80  : its  logical  import- 
ance—the  principle  of  all  ]<^cal  affir- 
mation and  deflmtion,  80-1 ; its  history, 
3Z  seq. ; developed  last  in  the  order 
of  time,  ^ 91j  first  explicated  as  a 
co-ordinate  principle,  by  Antonius  An- 
dreas. at  the  end  of  the  18th  century, 
ftl ; maintained  by  Andreas  against 
Aristotle  to  be  the  one  absolutely  first 
principle,  22 ; oontroveny  reganling  the 
relative  priority  of  the  laws  of  Identity 
and  Contradiction,  called  by  Wolf 
prinetpium  ctrtUudiniSj  ib.  | b^  Baum- 
garten  princivium  posUionxi  nve  iden- 
titatis,  ib.  \ pUced  by  Fichte  and  Schel- 
ling  as  the  primary  principle  of  all 
knowledge,  %b.  ; rejected  by  Hegel, 

; along  with  that  of  (.^ntradiction, 
regulates  the  categorical  syllogism,  294. 
353 ; formally  the  same  with  that  of 
Reason  and  (!^nsequent,  854 ; authors 
referred  to  on,  ii.  247-6  ; see  Funda- 
mental Laws  of  Thought,  Proportion, 
law  of. 

Im^ination,  what,  ii  130-31  ; its  neces- 
sity in  scientific  pursuits.  131  ; as  a 
source  of  error,  i6.,  see  Error,  Causes 
of. 

Immediate  Inference,  what,  H.  255.  369, 
372;  cases  of,  recognised  by  logicians, 
256  tt  seq.  : L Conversion,  su  Con- 
version ; 2u^2.  Equipollence,  or,  bet- 
ter, Double~«egation, — merely  gram- 
matical, 267  ; 3.  Subisltematioo,  bet- 
ter, Restriction,  26Z  ; this  Bilateral 
and  Unilaterai  267 -8 ; not  noticed  by 
Ic^cians  that  in  subaltemation  the 
sonu  means  some  ai  least.  2fi8 ; the  two 
propositions  in  subaltemation  should 
oe  called  Restringent  or  liesirietive.  the 
given  proposition  the  RtsiringeiuL,  and 
the  pr^Qct  the  Restrict  or  Restricted, 
268  ; l(^cians  have  overlooked  the  im- 
mediate inference  of  8ul>contrariety, 
268-9 ; 283 ; this  called  by  the  author 
IntegraHon.  269 ; 283 ; the  two  propo- 
sitions in  int^ration  called  the  Integral 
or  Integrant,  the  given  proposition  the 
Integrand,  and  the  product  the  Integ- 
rate, ib.  ; tabular  scheme  of,  284  ; Eus- 
tachius  quoted  on,  872-3 ; authors  re- 
ferred to  on,  373 ; kinds  of,  ib. : authors 
by  whom  adopted  ib.  ; Immediate  Per- 
emptory, ana  Immediate  Alternative 
Inference,  373-4  ; tlie  latter  contains 


OK 


■j 


502 


INDEX, 


five  siieciee,  embracing  among  these  the 
Diajunctive^  H)^thetical,  and  Hypo* 
thetico>Dujunctive  syllogumB  of  the 
logidana,  37:^4 ; IcwcUn*  who  refer 
Hypothetical  and  t^junctive  Syllo* 
gisms  to,  371. 

ImpedimenU  to  thinking,  Doctrine  of,  see 
LK>giG. 

Indefinable,  the,  what,  i 147.  151. 

Indefinite,  the,  how  distingniBhed  from 
the  Infinite,  i.  1Q3. 

Indefinite  Propoeitiona,  L 243.  see  Judg* 
meats.  Propositions. 

Indetermined,  the,  what,  L ZL 

Individual  or  Singular  Diflfereuce,  what,  L 
207-3.  see  Genus  and  Species. 

In4liWdaal  Propositions,  L 243,  see  Judg* 
meats,  PropMitions. 

Individuum  si^natum  and  Individuum 
voffum^  iL  30d. 

Indivisible,  the,  what,  L 1 47-51. 

Induction,  of  two  kinds,  — Lomcal  or 
Formal,  and  Philosophical,  Kea^  or 
Material,  L 819,  iu  30.V75  ; the 
views  of  lo^cians  regarding  the  nature 
of  Logical  Induction  erroneous,  L 319 ; 
the  characters  of  Logical  and  of  Heal 
Induction,  819-21  ; canon  of  Inductive 
Syllogiam,  821  ; this  equally  formal 
with  that  of  Deductive  8yllo{^m,  ib. ; 
a material  induction,  how  expressed  os 
a formal,  821 ; objection  obviate^  322- 
8 ; formuUe  for  Inductive  Syllogisms  in 
Comprebension  and  Extension,  823-4 ; 
Whately  and  others  erroneously  make 
the  inductive  syllcmsm  deductive,  8424 
this  done  before  Whately  bv  Schramm 
and  Wolf,  ib, ; doctrine  of  the  older 
logicians  r^arding,  correct  as  far  as  it 
goes,  824 J ; doctrine  of  Imperfect  In- 
ductioD.  825 : Bacon  at  fault  in  his 
criticism  of  Aristotle’s  doctrine  of,  825- 
authors  referred  to  ou,  in  roneral, 
825  : Real  or  Material,  founded  on  the 
principle  of  Philosopkical  PrttuiH^ioH, 
iL  165;  its  agreement  with  and  distinc- 
tion from  Analogy,  165-7  ; of  two  kinds, 
— tndiviilual  ana  Special  167-8 : but  iu 
the  lost  result  all  Induction  is  indivi- 
dual, IM ; two  conditions  of  legitimate, 
168-70  ; summary  of  the  doctrine  of. 
IID  ; Induction  and  Analogy  compared 
together,  172^8 ; these  do  not  afford 
ab^lule  certainty,  173-4  ; authors  re- 
ferred to  on.  174  ^ authors  quoted  and 
rtiferred  to  on,  li.  365-76 ; Aristotle, 
365-9 ; example  of,  given  in  the  Or» 
fjaiion  of  Aristotle,  probably  not  that 
proposed  by  the  author  himself,  365- 
^ Aristotle’s  doctrine  of,  the  correct, 
S68-9 ; Pachymeres,  870 ; Ramus, 
iJ>. ; Derodon,  871  ; the  Uollege  of 
Alcala— their  error  noticed,  871-2  ; cer- 
tain vulgar  errors  on,  referred  to,  372 ; 
Focciolati, Ul  ; Laml^rt,  372-3:  strict- 
ness  on  l^mhcrt's  doctrine,  8/3 ; his 
doctrine  adopted  by  certain  subsequent 
German  logicians,  t5. ; his  doctrine  old. 


and  well  invalidated  by  the  comment 
tators  of  Louvain,  ib.  ; a similar  doc- 
trine to  that  of  Lambert  held  by  Versor, 
Arooldus  de  Tungeri,  and  Lambertus 
de  Monte,  373-4 ; Crokanthorpe  held 
that  Induction  can  only  be  recalled  to 
a hypothetical  syllogism,  874-5;  Mate- 
rial, its  character,  875. 

Inference,  meaning  of  the  term,  L 279  ; 
distribution  of,  ii.  376-9 ; its  two 
grand  classes,— Mediate  and  Immedi- 
ate, ib. ; idl  inference  hypothetic,  376* 
^ authors  by  whom  this  maintained, 
377;  the  distinction  of,  as  Commutative, 
^pUcative,  and  Comparative,  377-9; 
Immediate  Peremptory,  and  Immediate 
Alternative,  380-1 ; Mediate  Peremp- 
tory, and  Mediate  Alternative,  S8L 

Infinite,  iU  name  and  notion,  i ; 
expr^wed  by  negative  terms,  108;  bow 
distiumilsh^  from  the  Indefinite,  «5. 

Instruction,  its  end,  L l_i  metho<ls  of 
written  and  oral  instruction  different, 
12 ; He  Knowledge,  Doctrine  of  the 
A(X|uisition  and  Perfecting  of. 

Integrity,  Criticism  of,  $se  Testimony. 

Interpretation,  or  Exegesis,  Art  of,  sts 
Testimony. 

Intuition,  the  term,  its  meaning,  L 12Z: 
ambiguously  translates  the  German 
Ansebauunf^ib.  ; what,  ii. 78. s« Truth 
aud  Error,  Doctriue  of. 

Intuitive  and  Symbolical  Knowledge,  set 
Concepts.  Quality  of. 

Intuitive,  the  term,  sense  tn  which  used 
by  Leibnitz  and  the  Continental  philo- 
sophers, L 171. 

Involution  of  Concepts,  su  ConoepU,  Re- 
lations of. 

Isendoorn,  Gisbert  ah,  L 51i4  ; 82ff. 

Isodorus,  quoted  on  Figure  of  Syllogism, 
ii.  488. 

Jakob,  ii.  174. 

Jerome,  St,  quoted  on  the  superior  effect 
of  the  liviog  voice,  ii.  212. 

Judgments,  Doctrine  of,  L 225-67 ; a 
Judgment,  what,  226-7  ; how  diatin- 
guisned  from  a Fleposition,  226  ; what 
is  implied  in  judgment,  226-7  ; condi- 
tion under  which  notions  are  judged 
congruent.  227-8  ; a judgment  must 
contain  three  notiems—vix.  of  Subject, 
I^edicate,  Copula.  Jg8 : these  constit- 
uents illustrated,  229  : propositions  of 
tlie  Third  A^acent,  an<l  of  the  Secoml 
Adjacent,  2^ ; concepts  and  judg- 
ments, how  fur  they  coincide  and  differ, 
230 jl ; judgments,  how  divided,  231 : 
L From  tlie  relation  of  subject  and 
predicate  os  reciprocally  whole  and 
part,  judgments  are  divided  into  Com- 

Srehensive  and  Extensive,  281-2  ; this 
iatinction  founded  on  the  comprehen- 
sion and  extension  of  concepts,  232-3 ; 
II.  From  the  difference  in  the  relation 
of  determination  lietween  subject  and 
predicate,  divided  into  Categorical,  and 
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CoDditiona],  including  Hypothetical, 
Disjunctive,  and  Dileramatic,  283-4 ; 
cat^rical  judgment  explained,  2SA  ei 
$eq. ; the  term  calttforical  used  by  Aris* 
totle  in  the  sense  of  oj^rmattve,  ib.\  in 
its  second  signitication,  as  opposed  to 
conditional,  probably  first  applied  by 
Theophrastus,  t6. ; in  this  employment 
the  terms  a4so/ifis  and  jMrftet  better 
expressions,  283  : nature  of  a categori- 
cal jndgment,  2^-6  ; comlitional  judg- 
ments, 283-42 : these  comprise  three 
species,  236  ; L Hypothetical,  it,  e( 
$eq.;  variations  in  regard  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  terras  conditional  and 
kypotkotioal,  286-7  ; a hypothetical 
iodgraent,  what,  237 : appellations  of 
its  constituent  elements,  : not  com- 
posite, 288-9 : not  convertible  into  a 
categorical,  ^9 ; 2.  Disjunctive,  239 
ef  teq.  ; not  in  reality  composite,  and 
not  convertible  into  a categorical.  241  ; 
2.  Dilemroatic,  or  Hypothetico-Disinnc- 
tive,  241  €t  $eq. : indivisible,  and  not 
reducible  to  a plurality  of  cate^rical 
judgments,  242 ; these  various  kwds  of 
judgments  may  be  conshlered  in  refer- 
ence to  Quantity,  Quality,  and  Rela- 
tion, ; a.  In  relation  to  Quantity, 
ih.  €t  9cq. ; the  common  doctrine  of  the 
division  of  judgments  according  to 
their  quantity,  241^8 ; the  doctrine  of 
the  author  on  tbis~^int,  243-4 ; all 
judgments  are,  according  to  th^author, 
either  Definite  or  Indefinite,  243 ; De- 
finite includes  Universal  and  Indivi- 
dual judgments,  244 ; Indefinite  in- 
cludes Pi^icular  judgments,  ib. ; pro- 
T^tioQM  are  cither  Predesignate  or 
Preindesignate,  ib, ; common  doctrine 
errs  by  taking  into  account  only  the 
quantity  of  the  subject,  ib.  \ these  doc- 
trines explicated.  245  et  ttq. ; Universal 
judpnenU,  what,  ib. ; Singular  or  In- 
dividual judgments,  what,  ib.  ; Parti- 
cular juagments,  wlmt,  246 ; words 
which  serve  to  mark  out  quantity  in 
universal,  individual,  and  particular 
propositions,  ih. ; distinction  of  univer- 
sal and  individual  from  particular  judg- 
ments, 246-7 ; categorical  judgments 
alone,  according  to  the  logicians,  ad- 
mit of  all  the  forms  of  nuantity,  247 ; 
this  doctrine  erroneous,  24^  b.  In  re- 
lation to  Quality,  judraents  are  divided 
into  Affirmative  ana  Negative,  2^ ; 
generality  of  the  definition  of  predica- 
tion  and  of  affirmation  and  negation, 
as  given  hy  the  author,  251  ; affirma- 
tive and  negative  propositions,  ih. ; 
that  nention  does  not  belong  to  the 
copula  neld  by  some  logicians,  362  ; 
the  opposite  doctrine  maintained  by 
the  autnor,  252-3 : origin  of  the  contro- 
versy regarding  the  place  of  negation, 
253:  the  possibility  oT enunciating  nega- 
tive propositions  in  an  affinuative,  and 
affirmative  propositions  in  a negative, 


form,  the  occasion  of  much  perverse  re- 
finement among  lofpcians,  ^-4 ; ne(m- 
tive  terms,  how  designated  by  AristoUe, 
253 ; bv  Boethius,  xh. ; by  the  School- 
men, ih.  \ pronosi/ioaes  ininita  of  tlie 
Schoolmen,  2^ ; Kant’s  division  of 
judgments  into  Affirmative,  Negative, 
and  Limitative  unfounded,  ih. ; judg- 
ments dirided  according  to  their  quan- 
tity and  quality  taken  together,  into 
Universal  Affirmative,  Universal  Nega- 
tive, Particular  Affinuative,  Particular 
Negative,  255 ; these  how  symbolised, 
i6,  ; circuit  diagrams  illustrative  of, 

ih.  : division  of  propositions  into  Pnre 
and  Modal,  256 ; this  distinction  futile, 
257  ; division  of  Modal  propositions  by 
Iordans  as  Necessary,  Impossible,  Con- 
tingent, and  Possible,  ex^logical, 

2M:  Whately  quoted  on  this  distinc- 
tion, and  criticised,  258-fi ; the  terms 
AsMtrioryf  ProhUnuitic^  Apodticticy  or 
Dcnunuiraiivt  in  relation  to  proposi- 
tions, explained,  260;  c.  By  Relation  to 
each  otne^  judgments  divided  into 
Identical,  Different,  Relatively  Identi- 
cal, Disparate,  Disjunct,  Subalternant, 
Subalternat^  260-1  ; out  of  Relation 
arises  the  Opposition  of  judgments, 
261 ; opposition  either  of  contradiction 
or  of  contrariety,  ib.  \ Congruent  Judg- 
ments, i6. ; Sno-contrary  opposition, 
what,  ib.  \ not  a real  opposition,  ib., 
tee  Opposition ; conversion  of,  262^5, 
tee  Conversion ; certain  distinctions  of, 
not  strictly  logical,  ex  plained viz. 
Theoretical  and  Pr^tical,  Indemon- 
strable and  Demonstrable,  Axioms  and 
Postulates,  Theorems  and  ProhleroK, 
Corollaries,  Experimental  Propositions, 
Hypotheses,  Lemmata,  Scholia, 

tee  Impositions. 

Justin,  case  cited  from,  illustrating  the 
power  of  Association,  ii.  126. 

Xojcov  K^pattoe  Hajtbp  mot,  the  pToverb,  its 
origin*  L 468. 

Kant,  L 59 ; hU  Applied  Lo^c  identical 
with  the  Author’s  Modified  I<ogic,  60 ; 
his  emidoyment  of  the  phrase  censured, 
61 ; 80 ; 8^  124  ; 1^9 ; his  emplov- 
ment  of  the  term  catepory,  197 ; 24  i ; 
his  threefold  division  of  propositions  as 
Affirmative,  Negative,  and  Limitative 
groundless,  254-60 ; rejected  Sub-con- 
trariety os  a sp^ies  of  bpi>osilion,  2iS2: 
; his  doctrine  of  Figure  borrowed 
by  the  Author,  431 ; his  speculation 
founde<l  on  the  meral  relations  of  dis- 
tance between  tne  planets,  ii.  4^  his 
argument  from  the  law  of  duty  for 
human  liberty,  and  the  existence  of  a 
Moral  Governor,  valid,  5^  174 ; quoted 
on  Crusius'  supreme  canon  of  Syllo- 
gism,  327 : quoted  on  Canons  cf  Syllo- 
gism, 386-7. 

Keckermann,  L 306 ; 326;  342;  352 ; 

ii,  ^ 2^  215. 


604 


INDEX. 


Kic«ewetter,  L 247  : 342  ; ii.  192;  quotcil 
on  Canons  of  Hyllogism,  342^ 

Kirwan,  Dr  Richard,  ii.  144. 

Knowledge,  Doctrine  of  the  Acquisition 
and  Perfecting  of,  ii.  16*.^ 226 ; the 
means  of  perfecting  knowledge  are,  in 
general,  two, — the  Acquisition  and  the 
Communication  of  knowledge,  1^ ; the 
first  mean, — the  Aeqniaition  of  know, 
ledge, — considered,  162  this  must 

be  riewod  in  relation  to  tne  different 
kinds  of  knowledge— which  are  two,  as 
of  contingent  and  of  necessary  matter, 

162- 3  • consists  of  two  parts— acqulsi* 
tionUirough  Experience,  and  through 
InUlligem'e,  153 ; in  what  sense  all 
knowl^go  may  be  called  arqnirtd,  t6.  ; 
L The  doctrine  of  Exjierience,  L61  ei 

; experience  of  two  kin<ls,  164 ; L 
PerMnal,  ib. ; this  in  general,  what, 
166 ; explicated,  166  tt  tq. ; common 
and  scientific,  166  ; Observation,  what, 
i6. : of  two  kinds— Observation  projier 
ana  experiment,  156-7 : prsscognita  of, 
152  sf  ; First,  The  object  of  obser- 
vation, 157-60  : this  fourfold,  157-8  ; 1*, 
What  the  phienomena  are  in  their  indi- 
vidual ^uUarities  and  contrasts,  and 
as  under  determinate  genera  and 
sitecies,  168 : 2%  What  the  conditions 
of  their  reality,  150 : 8",  What  their 
causes,  159-60 ; 4%  What  the  order  of 
their  consecution ; Second,  The  manner 
of  observation,  160-63 ; 1®,  Proper  state 
of  the  observing  mind,  161  ; 2®,  Con- 
ditions of  the  question  to  be  determined 
by  oheervation,  161-3 ; Third,  The 
means  by  which  the  data  of  observa- 
tion are  to  be  re<luced  to  system— vix., 
Hypothesis,  Induction,  and  Analogy, 

163- 74,  9U  those  words  ; 2.  Foreign 
expen«ice,  175  «t  $tc.  ; this  realU)^ 
throl^(h  testimony,  l75  ; testimony, 
what,  175-6 ; oral  and  recorded,  176- 
1^1,  sfc  Testimony  ; II.  8(>eculation — 
the  second  means  of  acquiring  and  per* 
feeling  knowledge,  201-8 ; principal 
distinctions  of  empirical  ana  noetic 
cognitions,  203 ; IIL  Communication 
— the  last  mean  of  acquiring  and  per- 
fecting knowledge,  204-25  ; this  an 
important  mean  of  perfecting  know- 
lec^e  in  the  mind  of  tne  communicator, 
2Q5  ; man  naturally  determiued  to  com- 
munication, and  his  knowleilge  of  the 
object  of  his  thought  is  thereby  ren- 
dered  clearer,  ib. ; ^is  fact  noticed  by 
Plato,  2t>^6  ; by  Aristotle,  Themistius, 
Lucilias.  Penios,  Cicero,  Seneca,  206-7  ; 
the  modes  in  which  communication  is 
conducive  to  the  perfecting  of  know- 
ledge are  two,  2117 ; L By  reciprocally 
determiniug  a higher  energy  of  the 
faculties,  a.  Through  sympathy,  b. 
Through  opposition,  207-8 ; Plutarch, 
and  C.  Scaliger,  quoted  on  the 
benefits  of  opposition  ard  dispute,  208  ; 
2.  By  imposing  the  necessity  of  obtain- 


ing a fuller  consciousness  of  knowledge 
fur  ourselves,  208-9 ; influence  of  com- 
position ami  instruction  in  perfecUug 
our  knowledge,  209  : Godwin  quoted 
to  this  effect,  ^^9-10 ; and  Aristotle, 
Plato,  Seneca,  Clement  of  Alexandria, 
l)ionysius  Cato,  Scholastic  Maxims, 
Vives,  Sanderson,  210-11  ; influence  of 
the  communication  of  kuowledfre  on 
those  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  211  et 
$tq.  \ A.  Unilateral  Communication  or 
Instruction  Oral  and  Written,  211-24  ; 
Oral,  its  advaotoges,  211-8 ; a,  More 
natural,  therefore  more  inipreMive,  212 ; 
Theophrastus,  the  younger  Pliny,  Vale- 
rius  Maximus  (?),  8t  Jerome,  cited  to 
this  effect,  ib.  ; b,  Less  permanent, 
therefore  more  attended  to,  ib.  ; c, 
Hearing  a social  act,  212-3  ; testimony 
of  Menage  and  Vahllas  to  the  advan- 
tages of  conversation,  213 : reading,  a 
substitute  for  oral  instruction,  its  ad- 
vantages, a,  More  easily  accessible,  b. 
More  comprehensive,  c.  More  perma- 
nent, 218 ; its  disadvantages  as  an  ex- 
clusive means  of  acquiring  knowled^, 
213-4 : Written  Instruction,  and  its 
employment  ss  a means  of  perfecting 
knowledge,  rules  for,  214-5  ; L Quan- 
tity to  he  read— rule.  Read  much,  but 
not  many  works,  216 ; testimonies  to 
this  rule  by  Solomon,  Quintilian,  the 
yoaomr  Pliny.  Seneca,  Luther,  Sander- 
son, Lord  Burleigh,  Herder,  216*7 ; end 
of  reading,  217  o;  2,  Quality  of  wliat 
is  to  be  read—  first  rule.  Read  by  selec- 
tion, ^18;  — second  rule,  Begin  with 
the  general,  218-9:  Gibbon  quoted  to 
effect  of  second  rule,  220 third  rule, 
Study  a science  as  it  is,  before  proceed- 
iiig  to  its  chronological  development, 
22U-2I : — fourth  rule.  Bead  different 
works  on  the  same  subject,  ; — fifth 

rule,  Studv  works  which  cultivate  the 
uiiderstanaiug,  and  also  those  which 
cultivate  the  taste,  ^ Manner  of 
reading,  221  et  mj.  ; — first  rule.  Read 
that  you  may  remember,  but  especially 
that  you  may  understand,  222 ; — 
second  rule,  Seek  to  compass  the  gene- 
ral tenor  of  a work,  before  judging  of 
it  in  detail,  iit. ; — thiid  rule,  Accommo- 
date the  intensity  of  the  reading  to 
the  importance  of  the  work,  ib» ; Lectio 
eurtoruit  and  Lectio  s/cUona,  222-3 ; 
Bacon  (quoted  on  this  disUnctron,  228  ; 
Johann  Von  MUlIer  quoted  on  the 
same,  ib. fourth  rule.  Regulate,  on 
the  same  principle,  the  extruts  from 
the  works  von  re^,  ib.  ; B.  Mutual 
comnmnicauon,  or  conference,  224-5  * 
of  two  kinds — Dialogue  and  Formal 
Dispute,  224 ; L Dialogue,  ib,;  Dis- 
putation — oral  and  written,  IB4-6 ; 
Academical,  ^ 

Kbppen,  L 864. 

KpunK  and  K^Wr,  rarely  used  by  the 
Greeks,  and  never  by  Aristotle,  as 
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tecbmcal  terms  of  Logic  or  of  Ps>'cho* 
logy,  L 22fL 

Krug,  W.  T.,  referred  to  on  the  form  of 
tlmught  ss  the  exclusive  object  of  Logic, 
L on  the  Uwg  of  thought  as 
thou^t,  referred  to  for  de&uition  s 
of  L^c.~^ ; referred  to  and  quoted 
as  to  Logic  being  merely  a formal  in- 
strument of  the  sciences,  36-7  ; quoted 
as  to  the  sense  in  which  Logic  can  be 
s^led  the  Medicine  <^f  the  Mind^  87  ; 
45 ; quoted  on  the  utility  of  Lo^c  as 
serving  to  guard  against  error,  48 ; ^ ; 
53 ; not  aware  of  the  original  distinc- 
tioo  of  Logica  docene  and  Logica  tUene, 
59 ; 60 ; 77  j 80 : 82  ; 84  ; quoted  on 
the  diitincUon  of  Reason  and  Conse- 
quent, and  Cause  and  Elffect,  85-6 ; re- 
ferred to  as  to  Conception  and  Reason- 
ing, involving  Judgment,  118;  124 ; 
142;  146;  147 ; Mi  IMj 

191  ; 192:  Wi  quoteJ^  fiS!- 
vidual  and  Singular  IXiTerence,  208  : 
210 ; 213  ; quot^  on  the  Opposition  of 
Concepts,  21^  ; 217  ; 227  ; quoted  on 
the  Copula,  229^ ; quoted  on  livi>o- 
thetical  Judments,  »8-9 ; quoted  on 
Diiyanctive  Judgments,  239-41 ; q^uoted 
on  quantity  of  Hypothi^ical  anu  Dis- 
junctive Judgment^  247  ; 254  ; 262  ; 
267  ; 2M ; 304j  8oC ; quoted  on  the 
first  rule  of  D^uctive  Extensive  Ca- 
tegorical Syllogism,  306-7 ; <moted  on 
QuatcrnioUrmtnorumy  307 j ; 309  ; 311 ; 
quoted  on  third  rule  of  Deductive 
^tensive  Categorical  syllogisms,  311- 
12 ; 321 ; quoted  on  the  nrst  rule  of 
the  Disjunctive  Syllogism,  333-4 ; 
quoted  on  Hypothetical  Syllogism  iu 
^nerah  339-40  ; 341  ; quoted  on  the 
application  of  the  principle  of  Reason 
and  Consequent  to  the  Hypothetical 
SvUogiam,  ML2  ; quoted  on  Reduction 
of  Hj^tbeticaU,  ; on  Conver- 

sion or  Hypotheticals  from  one  fbmi  to 
another,  ^4  ; 345  ; quoted  on  the  thinl 
rule  of  Hypothetical  Syllogisms,  349- 
M ; quoted  on  the  designations  of  the 
Hypckbetioo  • disjunctive  Syllogism, 
851-2 ; on  the  rules  for  sifting  a pro- 
posed dilemma,  352^^3 ; quoted  on 
classes  and  designations  of  related 
syUogisms,  363-4  ; 399;  437  : 448  ; 
4y  ; quot^  on  a categorical  syllogism 
with  four  capital  notions,  456-7  : 458 ; 
qnoted  on  fallacies  of  an  Unreal  Uni- 
versality, 468-9 ; qnoted  on  the  Ignava 
Hatio,  462 ; quoted  on  vice  of  Ignava 
RatiOt  464 ; quoted  on  Sophiwia  poiy^ 
sefeseoc,  464-5  ; 466 ; qnot^  on  charac- 
ter of  the  Sophie^  KeterozeUMeoi,  466-7: 
it  5 : ^ qnoted  on  the  constituents  of 
LogicsJ  lletbodology,  10 ; Uj  12 ; 

Quoted  on  Nominal,  ReaT7~andOeneHc 
efinitions,  12-3 ; 14  ; 15 : quoted  on 
tantological  definition,  ; quoted 
on  the  rule  of  definition  which  reqnirea 
it  to  be  precise,  18-9 ; quoted  on  the 


necessity  for  a definition  being  perspic- 
uous, 19^  ; oil  definition  in  the  looser 
sense,  20-1 ; ; quoted  against  com- 

plexity of  dimion,  32-3 ; 42 ; 45  ; 51 ; 
quoted  on  the  circle  in  proliation,  55 ; 
57  ; quoted  on  the  Mutniio  Klmch  \, 
5/-8  ; quoted  on  conditions  of  the  ade- 

?uato  activity  of  External  Perception, 
14-5  ; on  precautions  against  errors  of 
the  Senses,  115-6 ; 118 ; 120 ; (juoted 
on  the  Laws  of  Association.  ; 123 ; 
133 ; 134 ; quoted  on  error  as  lying 
not  in  the  conditions  themselves  oi  the 
higher  faculties,  but  in  their  applica- 
tions, 135-6 ; 146 ; quoted  on  remedy 
for  error  arising  from  language,  149.50 ; 
151  ; 166  ; 168  ; 171  ; 172  : quoted  on 
Induction  and  Analogy,  112-3 ; 176 ; 
178  ; 192 ; 2r»6 ; 215  ; 225;  his  ^ 
trine  of  Syllogism,  446A 

IaAMBERT,  i.  60j  employed  parallel  lines 
as  logical  notation,  ^o6 ; 325 ; ii.  174  ; 
his  doctrine  of  the  ultra-total  quantifi- 
cation of  the  middle  term,  358-60 ; quot- 
ed on  Induction,  372-3 ; strictures  on 
his  doctrine  of,  .^3  ; quoted  on  Figure 
ofSyUogion,  436-41. 

Lambertus  de  Monte,  his  doctrine  of  In- 
dnctioD,  iL  374. 

Lange,  L 35. 

Laiigius,  ii.  212. 

Language,  its  relation  to  thought,  and  the 
influence  which  it  exerts  on  our  mental 
operations,  L I2Z  ct  eeq.  ; unnecessary  in 
certain  meutul  operations,  138 ; indis- 
pensable in  certain  otfaef  mental  opera- 
tions, and  its  relation  to  these,  18o-40  ; 
Has  man  invented  it  ? — ambiguity  of  the 
question,  ii.  140  ; in  what  sense  natural 
to  man,  140-1  ; was  the  first  language 
actually  spt^en,  the  invention  of  man, 
or  the  inspiration  of  the  Deity  f 111 ; 
the  Utter  bypotbesis  consider^  142 ; 
difficulty  of  the  question,  ib.  ; Rousseau 
cited  on,  ih.  ; language  has  a general 
and  a special  character,  142-3 ; no  Un- 

fnage  is  a perfect  instrument  of  thought, 
43 ; signs  necessary  for  the  internal 
operation  of  thought,  144  ; and  for  its 
communication,  145 ; intonations  of  the 
voice,  the  only  adequate  symbols  of 
thought  and  of  its  oomnmnication,  ib.  ; 
these  inarticoUte  and  articuUte,^  ib.  ; 
the  latter  constitute  Language  l^per, 
ib.  ; the  vocabulary  of  any  Unguage 
necessarily  finite,  147  ; words  are  mere- 
ly hints  to  the  min<Oy-8 ; Language 
as  a fiource  of  Error,  liST eee  Error, 
C'auses  of. 

Larroque,  qnoted  on  Canons  of  Syllogism, 
IL  342-4. 

L'Art  de  Peneer  (Port  Royal  L 

35 ; its  studv  recommended,  70,  iL 
106,  244  ; authors  of,  very  nearly  took 
the  distinction  between  notions  as  Clear 
and  Obscure,  Distinct  and  Indistinct, 
L 162. 
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l^atin  Schoolmen,  viewed  Logic  m a 
science,  L ^ their  views  as  to  the  ob« 
ject-matter  of  Logic,  27-8. 

Laurembergius,  P.,  i.  25^ 

Laws  of  Tliougbt,  Me  Fundamental  Laws 
of  Thought 
Clerc,  L 

IacIxo  Cur$oria  and  Lectio  Stedaria^  it 
222-3,  see  Knowledge,  Doctrine  of  the 
Acc^uisition  and  Peifecting  of. 

Leibnitz,  on  the  princmlee  of  Identity  and 
Contr^iction,  L ; did  not  always 
distinguish  the  principlee  of  Identity 
and  Contradiction,  22 ; called  attention 
to  law  of  Sufficient  Reason,  9^  found* 
ed  his  philosophy  on  the  principles  of 
Sufficient  Reason  and  Contramction 
(including  Identity),  th.  ; did  not  suffi* 
ciently  discriminate  the  law  of  Causality 
from  the  law  of  Sufficient  Reason,  d).  ; 
gave  various  names  to  the  principle  of 
Sufficient  Reason,  ib.  ; controversy  be- 
tween, and  Clarke  on  province  of  Suffi- 
cient Reason,  94 ; his  distinction  of 
Intuitive  and  Symbolical  Knowled^, 
noticed,  121 ; to  him  is  owing  the  dis- 
tinction of  Concepts  into  Clear  and 
Distinc^  159-62 ; tne  first  to  take  the 
distinction  of  Intuitive  and  Symbolical 
knowled^,  179 ; unaoqnaintance  of  the 
philoeopnen  of  this  county  with  the 
doctrinee  of,  180 ; manner  in  which  he 
gave  his  writing  to  the  world,  ib.  ; his 
i>aper  De  Cognitione,  VcriUUe^  el  IdeiSy 
quoted  from  on  Intuitive  and  Symboli- 
cal Knowledge,  181-2 : referred  to  on 
aimplicity  of  soritee,  3&5  ; ii.  124  ; quot- 
ed on  Canons^of  Syllogism,  825-6. 

Leidenfrost,  nuuntained  all  thought  to  be 
at  Iwttom  a calculation,  L 279. 

Lemma,  name  for  the  major  Premise  or 
Sumption  of  a Syll^ism,  L 288. 

Lemmata,  what,  L 26/. 

Lex  Ccmtradietoriarumy  principium  Con- 
tradicentiumy  its  extension  in  the  schools, 
L 91. 

Lobkowitz,  Joannes  Caramnel,  L 262 ; 
referred  to  on  various  kinds  of  wholes, 

IL  2a. 

Locke,  John,  totally  misapprehended  the 
nature  of  Logic,  L ^ ; on  the  principle 
of  Contradiction,  89TW  real  merits  in 
relation  to  tlie  distinctions  of  Ideas,  the 
doctrine  of  Definition,  kc.y  162 ; antici- 
pated Hume  in  remarking  the  employ- 
ment of  terms  without  mstinct  mean- 
ii^,  172 ; quoted  on  this  point,  177-9. 

Lome,  the  tuwt  seven  lectnres  of  the 
Anthor's  Metaphysical  Coarse  delivered 
as  a nneral  intr^uction  to  the  course 
of,  L 1 ; mode  in  which  its  consideration 
ought  to  he  conducted,  ; system  of, 
consists  of  two  parts — viz.,  Introduc- 
tion to  the  Science,  and  B(^y  of  Doc- 
trine constituting  the  science  itself,  ^ 

anestions  to  be  answered  in  Uie  Intro- 
uction  to  Logic,  S ei  eeq. ; L Definition 
of,  4-33.  sec  mso  ii.  230-83 ; the  Science 


of  the  Laws  of  Thought  as  Thou^t,  L 4 
et  seq.  ; this  definition  explained  in  de- 
tail, ib, ; L The  word  l/>giCy  a.  Its  his- 
tory, 4 et  s^.  ; the  term  (Aeyuts)  as 
marking  a particular  science  not  so  old 
as  the  science  itself,  &&. ; not  used  in 
this  sense  by  Aristotle,  ^ ^ according 
to  Boethius,  first  applied  to  the  science 
by  the  ancient  Peripatetics,  ^ used  in 
the  wide  sense  by  >dexander  of  Aphro- 
disias,  ib. ; but  previously  to  Alexander 
a common  designation  of  the  science, 
as  appears  fh>m  Cicero,  ^ ^ b.  Its 
derivation  and  meaning,  from  A4y*c, 
signifying  both  thought  and  its  expres- 
sion, ^ this  ambiguity  favoured  the 
rise  of  two  connter-opinioru  regarding 
the  object-matter  of,  ^ this  two- 
fold meaning  how  contradmmguished 
in  expression  by  Aristotle,  to.  ; by 
others,  t6. ; appellations  of  the  science 
afterwards  called  homCy  7j  vacillation 
in  the  application  of  the  term  by  the 
Stoics,  Epicureans,  and  other  ancient 
schools  of  philosophy,  ^ IL  the  Genus 
of  Logic  — whether  science  or  art,  9 
et  seq.y  see  also  ii  238-8 ; a science 
according  to  Plato  and  the  Platonists, 
but  Dialectic  with  them  equivalent  to 
the  Logic  and  Metaphysics  of  the  Peri- 
patetics, i 9 ; denied  to  be  either  science 
or  art  by  the  Greek  Aristotelians  and 
many  philosophers  since  the  revival  of 
letters,  Ql  ; a science  according  to  the 
Stoics,  ib.  ; and  according  to  ^e  Ara- 
bian and  Latin  schoolmen,  i6. ; main- 
tained to  be  an  art  in  more  modem 
times  by  many  Aristotelians,  the  Ra- 
mists,  and  a majority  of  the  Cartesians, 
ib.  ; both  science  and  art,  according  to 
others,  ib.  ; in  Germany,  since  Leibnitz, 
regarded  as  a science,  t5. ; the  question 
futile,  9.  1^  errors  of  Whstely  on  this 
point,  ; what  is  implied  in  defin- 
ing Logic  as  a scienosj  11,  12_;  held  by 
some  to  be  a science,  iL  2^ ; and  either 
Speculative  science,  ib.  ; or  Practical, 
; or  both  Speculative  and  Practical, 
ib.  ; an  art,  284-5 ; science  and  art,  235 ; 
neither  science  nor  art,  but  instru- 
ment, organ,  habit,  or  instnunental 
discipline,  2^-6 ; that,  loosely  t^ing 
the  terms,  is  either  art,  or  science,  or 
both,  286 ; that  at  once  science  (jp^ 
of  philoeophy)  and  instrument  of  pl^o- 
ao^y,  ib. ; that  question,  whetW  part 
of  philosophy  or  not,  an  idle  queetion, 
ib. ; that  quM^on,  whether  art,  science, 
Ac.,  only  verbal,  237^ : Bugenius  quot- 
ed to  this  eflTect.  ib7\  3^  Its  object- 
matter,  L 12  cf  seq.  ; a.  Thought,  what, 
ib.  et  seq. ; in  its  wider  meaning,  Tliought 
denotes  every  Cognitive  act,  and  even 
every  mental  modification  of  which  we 
are  conscious,  12:  in  the  more  limited 
meaning.  Thought  (Thought  proper) 
denotes  only  the  acts  of  the  Under- 
standing,  Faculty  of  Comparison,  Kla- 
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borative,  or  Discorsive  Faculty,  12-14 : 
in  the  more  limited  meaning,  lltought 
it  the  object-matter  of  Lome,  ob- 
jecta  that  lie  beyond  the  s^ere  ~oi  Lo* 

fic,  ib. ; b.  Thought  at  thought,  what, 
iii  9eq. ; Matter  and  Form  of  Thought, 
diatinguithed,  15 ; Lc^c  properly  con- 
versant only  withtbe  Form  of  Thought, 
15  et  teq.  ; this  shown  by  a consideration 
of  the  nature  and  conditions  of  the 
thii^  itself,  15-7 : c.  Laws  of  Thought 
as  Thought,  12  sf  »eq.  ; these  the  proper 
object  of  Logic,  17,  see  also  19-2^ 
how  distinguished  from  Empirical  or 
Historical  Fsycholc^,  2^  as  the  sci- 
ence of  the  Laws  of  Tbon^t  as  Thought 
is  the  science  of  the  necessary  Forms 
of  Thought,  ^ 259 : necessary  form 
of  thought  im^ea  four  conditions — I. 
Determined  by  the  nature  of  the  think- 
ing subject  itself ; 2*  Ori^nal : SL  Uni- 
vcursal ; L A Law,  24-5 ; hence  the  ob- 
ject-matter of  Lome  explicitly  enonneed, 
in  saying  that  Logic  is  the  science  of 
the  Laws  of  Thought  as  Thought,  or 
of  the  Formal  Laws  of  T%onghti  or  of 
the  Laws  of  the  Form  of  Thougnt,  25- 
^ see  also  8ft-40 ; hence  analog  be- 
tween, and  Mathematics  as  both  for- 
mal sciences,  4^ ; general  historical 
retroepect  of  views  m regard  to  the 
object  and  domain  of,  26  et  seq. ; merit 
of  the  Author’s  view  of,  2fi ; Aristotle’s 
relation  to  views  of  the  nature  and 
domain  of,  i5. ; views  of  Greek  Aris- 
totelians 8^  Latin  schoolmen  regard- 
ing, in  general  correct.  27-5 : views  of 
the  object-matter  of,  in  the  Leibnitio- 
Wolftan  and  Kantian  schools,  its 
nature  most  completely  and  generally 
misunderstood  in  ureat  Britain,  ^ in 
certain  respects  wholly  misooti^ved 
by  Bacon,  w. ; totally  misapprehended 
by  Locke,  ib. ; general  character  of 
Whately’s  RlsmmU  of^  ^ his  view  of 
the  object-matter  and  domain  of,  stated 
and  criticised,  80-8 ; see  Whately.  IL 
Utility  of,  83  ei  seq. ; Utilities  falsely 
attributed  to,  84  ef  s^. ; supposed  to 
be  an  instrument  of  scientific  discovery, 
^ ; hence  called  an  Instruwunty  or  /»h 
strumenUd  PhilosopKff^  Ac.,  84-5 ; sup- 
posed to  be  the  infallible  corrector  of 
our  intellectual  vices,  3^  its  design^ 
tions  on  this  supposition,  ii.  2^  in 
what  respect  an  instrument  of  the 
sdencee,  85-^  ^ not  properly  an*  art 
of  discovery,  35745}  in  wiiat  sense  to 
lie  styled  tine  wedicxne  of  the  87. 
45  1 the  laws  of,  the  negative  condition 
of  troth,  44j  its  utility  that  of  a formal 
instrument,  or  mean  by  which  know- 
ledge, already  acqoired,  may  be  me- 
thodised into  the  form  accommodated 
to  the  conditions  of  the  nndervtanding, 
45 : nsefnl  as  giving  us,  to  a certain  ex- 
tent, dominion  over  our  thoughts,  45-7: 
as  supplying,  in  part,  the  criterion  of 


Truth  from  Error,  47^ ; as  invigorating 
the  nDderstanding,  48 ; as  affording  a 
scientific  nomenebture  of  the  laws  by 
which  thinking  is  governed,  and  of  the 
violatimi  of  these  laws,  48.51.— III.  Us 
Divisions,  51  et  see.,  see  also  ii.  230-38  : 
division  of  into  Natural  and  Artificial 
inept,  ^ its  Kinds,  or  Species,  and 
Parts,  51  et  s^. ; 1%  By  relation  to  the 
mind,  is  Objective  and  Subjective,— 
ISvsiemaiica  and  HabitualiSy  5L2:  both 
of  these  to  be  proposed  as  the  end  of 
instruction  in,  5^  2*,  By  relation  to 
objects,  is  Abstract  or  General,  and  Con- 
crete or  Special,  ^ see  also  ii.  231-2 ; 
these  kinds  of,  how  desimuted  by  the 
Greek  Aristotelians,  and  by  the  Arabian 
and  Latin  schoolmen,  i 5^  this  division 
of,  remounts  to  Alexander  the  Aphro- 
disian,  ib,  \ his  illustration  of  the  dis- 
tinction, Sau4 ; other  illnstrations  of  this 
division  of,  5^ : General  Lome  is  alone 
one.  Special  Lo^c  is  manifold  and  part 
of  the  science  tn  which  it  is  appued, 
55-6 ; the  distinction  of  Logiea  aocens 
and  Logica  utens  mistaken  by  some 
modem  anthora,  58-9 ; 8*,  Bv  reference 
to  the  circumstances  under  which  it  can 
come  into  exercise  by  ns,  is  divided  into 
Pure  and  Modified,  59  et  seq. ; ^re 
Logic,  what,  ^ Modified  Logic,  what, 
iA  : nomenclature  of  Modified  Logic, 
60-2;  this  identical  with  the  Appued 
Lome  of  Kant  and  others,  6(H  not  pro- 
perly an  essential  part  of.~52-8;  <^n- 
spectus  of  the  present  course  of,  68-6 ; 
Foraial  and  Material  Logic  contrssted, 
U.  232-8 ; division,  varieties,  and  con- 
tenti  of,  in  deUil,  23»-43.— IV.  His- 
tory of,  postponctL  168.— V.  Bibliogra- 
phy  of,  69  ; this  soortly  noticed,  69-71, 
see  also  ii.  844-5 : first  great  division 
of,  — Pure  Ix)gic, — consid«tred,  L 72- 
4^ ; IL  1-69 ; Part  Stoicheiology, 
L 71^468 ; Section  LJ  Noet^  or  of 
the  Fundamental  Laws  of  Toongbt, 
7^116 ; in  what  aspect  Thought  is 
viewed  by,  7^  the  true  relations  of 
Logic  overlooks  on  two  sides,  Iflfi 
et  seq. — 1.  Erroneously  held  to  afford 
the  positive  standard  of  truth,  106 — 
K Repudiated  as  affording  no  criterion 
of  truth  in  relation  to  the  absolute  by 
some  Philosophers,  107-6 ; its  Postu- 
lates, 114.  see  also  Ii.  2^7;  of  these 
only  one  signalised, — To  be  allowed 
to  state  ejmDcitly  in  lan^uam  all  that 
is  implicitly  contained  in  mought,  L 
114,  see  also  ii.  252 ; this  cannot  be  re- 
fns^  »5. ; is  implied  in  what  Aristotle 
states  of  the  aoctrine  of  Syllogism, 
H5 ; Section  Of  the  Products  of 
Thought,  11^458 ; L Ennoematic, — Of 
Conoepte  or  Notions,  116-224.  see  Con- 
cepts, Doctrine  of ; iL  Apophantic,  or 
the  Doctrine  of  Judgments,  226-^,  see 
Judgments,  Doctrine  of;  on  the  sup- 
position  that  Logic  takes  oogiiisauce  of 
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the  modalit^r  of  objectn,  the  ncience  can 
have  no  exieteuce,  2^ ; iii.  Doctrine  of 
Keaaonings,  ace  Reasonings^ 

Doctrine  of;  Part  II.  Methodolo^, 
Section  L Method  in  general.  Section 
ii.  Ixmcal  Metho<lology,  il  1-59 ; Lo* 
gical  Methodology,  what,  *2.  ^ ^ ^ * 
consista  of  throe  |iarts, — 1*,  Ine  Doc- 
trine of  Definition,  2*,  Of  Division,  3’, 
Of  Probation,  ^ historical  notices  of 
I>moal  Methodi^ogy,  ib.  \ 1*,  Doctrine 
of  Definition,  1^0-21,  see  Definition,  Doc- 
trine of ; 2",  Of  Doctrine  of  Division, 
4gi-3d.  see  Division,  Doctrine  of;  3*, 
Doctrine  of  Probation,  37-59.  see  Pro- 
bation, Doctrine  of ; second  great  divi- 
sion of^—Modified  Logic,  60-225 ; its 
object, — the  conditions  to  which  thought 
is  subject,  arising  from  the  empirical 
circunudancee,  external  and  internal, 
under  which  man’s  faculty  of  thinking 
is  manifested,  60 ; its  problems  three, 
1®,  What  is  Troth,  and  its  contradictory 
opposite.  Error  f What  are  the 
causes  of  Error  and  the  Impediments 
to  Truth,  and  what  are  the  means  of 
their  removal?  ^ What  are  the  Sub- 
sidiaries by  which  Human  Tlionght 
may  be  s^en^hened  and  ^ided  in 
the  exerdse  or  its  functions  T 61j  the 
first  two  questions  belong  to  the 
Stoicheiology  of  Modified  Logic,  the 
thinl  to  its  Methoiiology,  ib. ; Part  L 
Modified  Stoicheiolo^,  61-151  ; Sec- 
tion i.  Doctrine  of  Troth  and  Error, 
60-38  ; Section  ii.  Error,  its  Causes  and 
Remedies,  89-151,  see  Troth  and  Error, 
Doctrine  oTj  Modified  Methodology, 
Section  L Of  the  Means  by  which  our 
Knowledge  obtains  the  character  of 
Perfection, — the  Acquisition  and  Com- 
munication of  Knowledge.  152-225.  see 
Knowledge,  Doctrine  of  the  Acquisition 
and  Perfecting  of. 

Logica  docens.  emial  to  Abstract  or  Gen- 
eral Logic,  see  Logic. 

Logica  Habitualis,  see  Logic. 

Logica  Systematica,  see  Logic. 

Lfwica  uiens,  equal  to  Concrete,  or  Special 
Logic,  see  Logic. 

Lodcal  AffiniW  or  Continuity,  Law  of, 
dleged  by  Kant,  but  reject^  by  the 
Author,  L 211. 

Logical  Division,  see  Division. 

Logical  Induction,  see  Induction, 

Lqdcal  Laws,  see  Fundamental  Laws  of 
Thought. 

Logical  Methodology,  see  Logic- 

Logical  Notation,  that  by  circular  dia- 
grams as  illustrating  propositions,  L 
; the  first  employment  of  these  im- 
properlv  ascribed  to  Euler,  256 : to  be 
found  In  Weise,  that  by  parallel 
lines  of  different  lengths  <LamMrt's), 
partially  anticipated  by  Alstedius,  25^ : 
circular  diaigrams  illustrative  of  reason- 
ing, 2Z1 ; circular  and  linear,  for  Syllo- 
gisms in  Extension  and  Comprehension, 


304-5  : objection  to  notation  by  circles, 
304  ; diagrams,  circnlar  and  linear,  illus- 
trative of  the  i^i^  367  ; the  Author’s, 
for  propositions,  ii.  23U ; drcular  for  the 
same,  0>. ; Lambert’s  linear  scheme  of, 
criticised,  469-71 : Maass’  scheme  of, 
criticise<l,  472-3 ; the  Author’s  scheme 
of.— No.  1.  Lin^,  47^7  : No.  II.  Un- 
figured  and  Figured  syllogism.  477 ; No. 
IIL  Figured  Syllogism, — table  of  ^1- 
logistic  Moods,  in  each  figure  12  amr- 
mative  and  24  negative,  in  all  36,  48^ 
fi. 

Lodcal  Perfection  and  Imperfection  of 
(incepts,  see  Concepts,  Quality  of. 

Logical  (and  Dialectical)  Reasoning,  its 
meaning  in  Aristotle,  L 5. 

Lexical  Terms,  chiefly  borrowed  from 
Mathematic^  L 279,  298. 

L<^cal  Treatises,  note  of,  recommended 
by  the  Author  to  his  Class,  ii.  244-5. 

Logical  Troth,  see  Truth  and  Error,  Doc- 
trine of, 

Atfyucbc,  Aey(«4«  how  emploved  by  Aris- 
totle, L 4,  ^ by  Alexander  of  Aphro- 
disias,  ^ Tiy  the  subsequent  Aristo- 
telians, 

bsyot,  its  two-fold  meaning,  — thought 
and  its  expression.  equiviUent  to  ihe 
mfto  and  oratio  of  the  Latin^  L ^ 
these  meanings  how  contradistinguish- 
ed by  Aristotle,  t^.  ; by  others,  ib,  ; 
k6yos  and  A4yoc  4i<4t4#vrot, 

probably  originated  witn  the  Stoics, 
tb. 

Lovanienses,  or  Masters  of  Louvain,  L 
406  ; 409  ; 413  ; quoted  on  quantifica- 
tion o7~predicate,  ii.  318 ; quoted  on 
error  regarding  Induction,  373-4,  401. 

Lucian,  L 464,  466. 

Ludlius,  ii.  2(^. 

Luther,  quoted  on  Knowledge  and  Belief, 
ii.  7^  quoted  on  reading,  21fi. 

Maars,  Professor,  of  Halle,  his  edition  of 
the  Pneeepta  of  Wyttenbach  notioed 
and  censured,  L ^ in  his  edition  of 
the  Freeeepta  of  Wyttenbach  reversed 
the  author’s  meaning  on  analysis  and 
synthesis,  ii.  5. 

Magentinus,  L 338  ; ii.  258  : 292  ; varia- 
tion of  historians  as  to  the  age  in  which 
he  live(^  366. 

Magirus,  iL  215. 

Maimon,  ^ referred  to  on  schemes  of 
logical  notation,  iL  469. 

Mai  ior  proposition,  see  Premise. 

Mako  ae  Kerek-Oede,  Paulns,  L 59. 

Malebranche,  quoted  on  the  influence  of 
Self-Love,  a.  104-.5. 

ManiUus,  quoted,  u.  134 ; quoted  on 
the  nature  of  experience,  156. 

Mansel,  Mr,  of  Oxford,  his  logical  works 
recommended,  ii.  24.5. 

Mariotte,  referr^  to  for  correct  doctrine 
of  the  Aristotelic  enthymeme,  L 

Masters  of  Ixinvain,  the,  see  Ix>vanienses. 

Masters  Regent  in  the  College  of  St 
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I^tirenc«  in  Cologne,  their  doctrine  of 
Induction,  ii.  374. 

Materiel  Induction,  Me  Induction. 

Mathematical  Truth,  $u  Truth  and  Error, 
Doctrine  of. 

Mauritius,  refers  to  8t  Aurastin  as  autho* 
hty  for  quotation  as  to  lx>gic  being  the 
Ars  artium  and  Scientia  scientiaruin,  L 
35. 

Mazure,  quoted  on  the  office  of  the  natu- 
ral Bciencas,  ii  70. 

Meiners,  ii.  8*2. 

Melanchthon,  L 867 ; his  doctrine  that 
there  is  a greater  force  in  the  negative 
particle  none,  not  anv,  than  in  the  affir- 
mative ii  275 : uiis  doctrine  shown 
to  be  erroneous,  %b. ; 406 ; quoted  on 
Figure  of  Syllogism,  434-5. 

Menage,  L 462 ; 466  ; 466  •.  quoted  on  the 
benefit  of  Conversation  as  a mean  of 
Knowledge,  ii.  218. 

Mendoza,  Hurtado  de,  quoted  on  proxi- 
mate and  remote  matter  of  Syll^sm, 
L 288.  2&4  ; his  ground  of  the  discrimi- 
nation of  mmor  axKl  minor  terms  in  the 
Second  and  Third  Figures,  ii  417. 

of  AriatoUe,  its  probable 
meaning,  ii.  3Q4. 

Metaphysics,  the  AuthoFs  Course  of  Lec- 
tures on,  the  first  seven  were  delivered 
by  the  author  as  a General  Introduction 
to  the  course  of  Logic  proper,  L 1 ; re- 
ferred to,  124  et  aluk. 

Metaphysical  Truth,  see  Truth  and  Error, 
Doctrine  ot 

Method,  in  general,  what,  ii  ^ ^ autbort 
referred  to  on,  ^ in  reference  to 
science,  what,  ^ 4j  considered  in  its 
integrity  is  twofold— Analytic  and  Syn- 
thetic, what,  lA.  ^ the  Anali^c,  wlmt, 
ib. ; the  Synthetic,  what,  w. ; confu- 
sion in  regsM  to  the  application  of  the 
terms  Analysis  and  ^fynUirsis^  5*  ^ 
anthora  referred  to  on  tl^  confusion,  5; 
these  counter  processes  as  applied  to 
the  counter  wholes  of  compr^ension 
and  extension  correspond  with  each 
other,  5^ ; the  Sratbetic  method  has 
been  called  the  Pre^ressive,  and  the 
Analytic  the  Regreesive,  7j  these  de- 
signations wholly  arbitrary  and  of 
various  application,  7-8 : in  general. 
Synthesis  has  been  designated  the  Pro- 
gressive, and  Analysis  the  Kegressive, 
process,  8, 

Methodology,  see  Logic,  Method. 

Metz,  iL  174. 

Micnelius,  L 119. 

Mill,  J.  ^ his  Zoffic  recommended,  ii. 
245. 

Minor  Proposition,  see  Premise. 

Mirandulanus,  Ja  Picus,  L 200. 

Mirandulanus,  J.  F.  Picus,  L 326. 

Mnsmonic  Verses,  those  embracing  the 
different  kinds  of  propoeitions  in  re- 
ference to  quantity  and  quality  com- 
bined, **Aseerit  A,”  &c.,  l 255,  403 : 
Author's  English  metrical  version  of 


these,  403 ; previous  English  metrical 
versions  of  the  same,  t’5.  see  also  ii.  364 ; 
for  Conversion,  i.  264-6  ; for  Diinunctive 
Syllogisms,  22^  ; for  Hypothetical  Byl- 
lo^tsms,  8^ ; for  Figure  of  Syllogism, 

Mo^fied  Logic,  see  Logic. 

Molincus,  quoted  on  meaning  of  the  Lex 
Coniradicl&riarumf  L 91 ; 325 ; 842 ; it 
8;  6. 

Monboddo,  Lord,  quoted  on  the  distinc- 
tion of  potential  and  actual  in  relation 
to  notions,  L 205-6 ; bis  error  on  this 
point,  206. 

Montaigne,  qnoted  on  illustration  of  Pre- 
cipitancy, ii.  97-8 ; quoted  on  precipi- 
tate dogmatism  and  scepticism  as 
phases  oi  the  same  disposition,  98. 

Mood  of  Syllogism,  doctrine  of  accord- 
ing to  logicians,  L 401  ei  seq. ; name  for 
the  arrangement  of  the  three  prop^i- 
lions  of  a syllogism,  with  designstion 
of  quantity  and  quality  of  each,  401-2  ; 
the  Greek  l<^cians,  looking  merely  to 
the  two  premises  in  combination,  called 
these  Sytygies^  402 ; in  all  sixty-four 
moods,  403-4  j but  onlv  eleven  valid, 
ib.  ; at  the  six  in  each  figure,  iu  all 
twenty-four,  only  nineteen  useful,  ib.  : 
these,  according  to  doctrine  of  Author, 
may  oe  still  further  simplified,  ib. ; the 
doctrine  of,  explicated,  403  ei  seq.  ; the 
possible  combinations  of  premises  t^ted 
as  to  their  validity  bv  the  general  laws 
of  the  Categorical  Syllogism,  4054 ; 
these  laws  give  eight  possible  mobdsox 
a legitimate  syllogism,  404 ; these  eight 
moo^  being  fisher  tested  by  the 
special  rules  of  the  First  Figure,  leave 
only  four  legitimate  moods  in  that 
figure — viz.  Barbara,  Celarent,  Darii, 
Ferio,  405-6 ; examples  with  diagrams 
of  the  lemtimate  mooda  of  the  First 
Figure,  4u7-8 ; in  the  Second  Figure, 
there  are  four  legitimate  moods — viz. 
Cesare,  Camestres,  Festino,  Baroco, 
408-10 ; examples  of  these  with  dia- 
grams, 410-11 ; in  the  Third  Figure, 
there  are  aix  legitimate  moods — viz. 
Darapti,  Felapton,  Disamis,  Datisi, 
Bocardo,  Ferison,  412-14  i examples  of 
these  with  diagrams,  414-18 ; some 
ancient  logicians  matle  two  moods  of 
Darapti,  4l4_i  in  the  Fourth  Figure, 
there  are  five  legitimate  moods — viz. 
Bramantip,  Camenes,  Dimaris,  Fesapo, 
Fresisou,  418-20 : examples  of  these 
with  disgrams.  4t^^:  what  is  true  of 
mood  in  Extension  holds  also  of  it  in 
Comprehension,  422:8 ; Latin  and  Greek 
mnemonic  verses  for  moods — historical 
notice  of,  431-2 ; the  Latin  due  to  Pe- 
trus Hispanus,  431 ; the  Greek  less 
ingenious  than  the  Latin,  and  accord- 
ing to  Author’s  Istest  view,  proliably 
copied  from  the  latter,  482 ; reduction 
of  the  moods  of  the  Se^nd,  Third,  and 
Fourth  Figures  to  those  of  ^e  ^rit, 
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434>45 ; direct  and  indirect  moods, — 
their  principle,  iL  449-50 : direct  and 
indirect  mooda  in  First  and  Fourth 
Figures,  449 ; indirect  moods  of  logi- 
cians of  Second  and  Third  Figures, 
445-6 ; these  impossible,  457 ; new 
moods,  457*60 ; Author’s  table  of  moods, 
4Z5. 

More^  mo$t,  Ac.,  the  predesignatio^  ra- 
riously  referred  to  universal,  particular, 
or  to  neitiier  quantity,  U.  ikil ; auth<»a 
referred  to  on,  ib. 

Muller,  Johann  von,  his  practice  in  read- 
ing, iL  221 

Muretna,  referred  to  on  a spurious  pass- 
age of  Aristotle's  Hhetoric,  L & 

Munuellius,  mnemonic  verses  of,  com- 
prising the  Ten  Categories,  L 197 : his 
mnemonic  verses,  quoted  of  objects 
not  included  under  the  Ten  Categories, 
198. 

Mutatio  Elenchi,  tee  Probation. 

NBCEMITAS  CONSBQUEimjl  KT  KeCE88I- 
TA8  CoN8BQUK!ms,  authors  referred  to 
on  distinction  of,  iL  877. 

Negation,  controversy  regarding  the  place 
of,  L 258 ; negative  terms  now  ciesig- 
nated  by  Aristotle,  Boetbi^  the  Schocu- 
men,  2^-4  ; partic%Ua  injinilant^  what, 
t5. ; propotUumes  infiniia,  what,  254. 

yew  Analytic  q/ Loffical  Forms,  proposed 
Essay  by  the  Author  on,  iL  25Li  ex- 
tract ftom  Prospectus  of,  251-4. 

Noetic,  see  L^c. 

Noldius,  L 2^ ; referred  to  on  History 
of  Fourth  Figure,  424 ; his  reduction 
of  Barooo,  440-45 ; called  the  mood  Bo- 
cardo  Iktcsmtoc. 

Nomenclature,  scientific,  importance  of, 
L 42. 

Nominal  Definition,  see  Definition. 

Non-Contradiction,  principle  of,  see  Con- 
tradiction. 

Non  ens  Lofficum,  what,  L 76-7. 

Notion,  see  Concept 

Nunneeius,  iL  ^ 166. 

Objective  Logic,  see  Logic. 

Observation,  see  Knowleil^  Doctrine  of 
the  Acquisition  and  Perfe<^ng  of. 

Occam,  William,  his  use  of  Conc^us,  L 
42. 

Olbers,  his  speculation  founded  on  the 
general  relations  of  distance  between 
the  planets,  IL  4L 

Opinion,  see  TVuth  and  Error,  Doctrine  of. 

Opposition,  or  Inoompossibility,  of  J^g- 
roents  or  Proposiuons,  wbat  L 261; 
either  of  Contradiction  or  of  Contrarie- 
tv,  ib, ; Suboontrary  opposition,  what, 
ih.  ; not  a real  opposition,  261  *2 ; this 
described  by  Aristotle  as  an  opposition 
in  language,  not  in  realitv,  dis- 
tinction between  Indefinitoae,  and  Semi- 
definitude  or  Definite  indefinitude,  ii.284; 
the  Author’s  doctrine  of,  evolved  out  of 
this  distinction,  285 : Subaltcmation 


and  Subcontrariety  as  forms  of,  reed- 
ed, s6.  : Inconsistency  introduce  lA  ; 
Contraaictory  and  Contrary  opposition, 
what,  ib. ; Inconsistency,  what,  ib. ; sub- 
divisions of  Contradiction,  Contrariety, 
and  Inconsistency,  t^5-6 ; differences 
in  Compossibility  of  the  two  schemes  of 
Indellmte  and  Definite  Particularity, 
286  ; tabular  scheme  of,  287. 

Oryanon,  name  bestowed  on  the  collection 
we  possess  of  the  logical  treatises  of 
Aristotle,  L 84^  but  not  by  Artistotle 
himself,  i^.  ; as  thus  applied,  contri- 
buted to  tlTe  erroneous  suppositiui  that 
Lo^c  is  an  instrument  of  discovery,  i^ 
editions  of  the,  recommended,  iL  ^4. 

Ovid,  quoted,  iL  210. 


Pachyherbb,  or  Pachymerins,  Geordns, 
L 391  ; quoted  on  Induction,  iL  820. 

Padus,  Julius,  L 51 ; 279  ; 842  ; 375 ; 
nve  the  Regressive  Conmrehensive 
Writes  before  Ooclenioa,  383;  referred 
to  on  Figure,  400 ; quoted  on  error  of 
phrase  petiiic  prineipii,  ii.  50j  his  edi- 
tion of  the  Oryaium  recommended, 
244. 


Paralogism,  see  Fallades. 

Part,  see  V^^ole. 

Particular  Propositions,  L 248,  see  Judg- 
ments, Propositions. 

Partition,  see  Division. 

Pascal,  quoted  on  the  dini^  of  man  as 
consisting  in  thought,  l 4^  quoted  on 
the  -power  of  custom,  iL  82. 

Passion,  as  a source  of  error,  see  Error, 
Causes  of. 

Paul,  St,  quoted,  iL  92-8. 

Iicp««x^  not  used  by  Aristotle,  but  the 
verb  9wpUxnw,  in  relation  to  notions,  L 
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Peripateticsi,  their  nomenclature  of  the 
^^ta  of  the  Hypothetical  Syllogism,  L 


Persius,  quoted  on  Chrysippus,  as  inven- 
tor of  the  Sophism  Sorite^  L 876 ; 
qnoted,  882 ; iL  206. 

Petersen^  referied  to  on  history  of  Cate- 
gprieTm  antiquity,  L 201. 

PeiUio  Prineipii,  what,  iL  5^  error  of 
the  phrase,  iK  See  Probation. 

Petrus  a Comibus,  satirised  by  Buchanan, 
Bexa,  and  Rabelais,  L 398. 

Philo,  L 

Philoponus.  or  Grammaticna,  Joannes,  L 
54 ; on  toe  principle  of  Contradiction, 
88;  279:  294j  838;  840:  891:  414; 
ii.  ^ referred  to  on  analysis  of  Geo- 
metry, 7j  (or  Ammonins]^  his  defini- 
tion of  conversion,  256 ; quoted  on 
order  of  Premises,  410-1 : quoted  on 
Figure  of  Syllogism,  iL  42^1. 

Philosophical  or  Ix>gical  Presumption, 

firinaple  of,  ii.  166  ; the  foundation  of 
ndnetion  and  Analogy.  lA 
Philosophy  of  Common  Sense,  the,  what, 
iL  Z1 : well  stated  by  Aristotle,  ih. 
Phocylides,  Greek  epigram  by,  L 393. 
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Piccartns,  L 270. 

PUtina,  referred  to  on  death  of  Petrua 
Hispanos,  L 422. 

Plainer,  Ernst,  referred  to  on  Lo^c  bein^ 
a formal  instniment  of  the  sciencea,  l 
86 ; 860 : U.  174 : quoted  on  Figure  of 

Plato,  his  use  of  the  term  DiaUctiCy  L 7j 
(and  the  Platoniats)  considered  dialec- 
tic {%.  e.  Logic  and  Metaphysics)  as  a 
science,  9j  frequently  employed  the 
laws  of  deluded  fiCiddle  and  of  Con- 
tradiction, 87-90 ; his  (allied)  Second 
Alcibiades  spurious,  9^  recognised  the 
law  of  Reason  and  Consequent  or  Suffi- 
cient Reason,  employed,  in  refer- 
ence to  this  prihdple,  the  ambiguous 
term  mine,  98  ; ii  guilty  of  the  vice 
of  etretUue  Va  oemonMrandOf  in  his  proof 
of  the  immortality  of  the  soul,  ii.  6^ 
quoted  to  the  effect  that  man  is 
urally  determined  to  oommunicatioD, 
2064;  40& 

Plato,  I^udo,  quoted  on  teaching  as  a 
mean  of  self-improvement,  ii  210. 

Platonists,  the,  referred  to  on  knowledge 
and  belief,  ii  72. 

iu«To«,  its  meaning  in  relation  to  con- 
cept^^  L 141. 

Plautus,  Quoted  on  the  superiority  of 
imme^te  to  mediate  testimony,  ii 
178. 

Pliny,  the  yonnger,  quoted  on  the  greater 
tendency  of  hearing  to  rouse  the  atten- 
tion, ii  212 : his  maxim  regarding 
quantity  to  be  read,  216. 

Plotinus,  his  en^loyment  of  the  term 
calegorify  i 19^;  referred  to  on  Cate- 
gories, 200 ; ref^red  to  on  analysis  of 
Ueometry,  Ii  h 

Ploucqnet,  Godfrey,  L referred  to  on 
Poetulate  of  Ix^c,  ii  2M ; quoted  on 
Conversion,  277 ; referred  to  on  quan- 
tification of  predicate,  322-3 ; his  gene- 
ral canon  of  Syllogism, 

Plutarch,  i ^ 464  ; dt4i^  on  the  benefits 
of  opp^tion,  ii  208. 

Poncius,  referred  to  for  scholastic  theo- 
ries of  the  object-nutter  of  Logie,  L 
28. 

Pope,  Alexander,  has  borrowed  frxim  Ser- 
geant, ii  419. 

Porphyry,  L 141 ; 147  : quoted  on  the  re- 
lation tetween  the  Breadth  and  Depth 
of  notions,  i6. ; 196 ; made  two  moods 
of  Darapti  414. 

Porson,  Richard,  his  imitation  of  an  epi- 
gram of  Phocylides  as  applied  to  Her- 
mann, i 393. 

Port  Rojfol  Logic,  see  L Art  de  Penaer. 

Postulates  of  Logic,  tee  Logic. 

Postulates,  whst,  L 266. 

pTodxcatum  prcedicaii  eat  eiiam  prcedica^ 
turn  au^eeliy  the  esnon  of  Deductive 
Cat^rical  Syllogisms  in  Comprehen- 
sion, L 808 ; bow  otherwise  expressed, 
ih. 

Precipitancy,  aee  Error,  Causes  of. 


Predesignate  and  Preindesignate  Proposi- 
tions, what,  L 244.  au  Judgments, 
positions. 

Predica^  of  a judgment,  what,  L 2^ ; 
in  Aristotle  the  predicate  includes  tbe 
copula,  Ok  ; callM  the  term  or  extreme 
of  a proposition,  id.  * Quantification  of, 
date  of  Its  discovery  by  Author,  ii.  261 ; 
its  results  specified,  g2-^  271-6 : 
considered  in  detail,  260-6 ; eetab- 
Hshed,  1%  That  the  predicate  is  as  ex- 
tensive ss  the  subject,  gll ; 2*,  That 
ordinary  language  quantifies  the  predi- 
cate so  often  as  this  determination  is  of 
importance,  ^1 ; this  done  either  di- 
rectly, or  by  Limitation  or  Exception, 
261-4  : 8*,  The  doctrine  of  the  non- 
(luantification  of,  only  an  example  of 
tne  passive  sequacity  of  the  logicians, 
2M’0;  4"  The  non-quantifleauon  of, 
given  up  by  lomcians  themselves,  in 
certain  cases,  265 ; logicians  (but  not 
Aristotle)  asserted  that  in  affirmative 
propositions  in  which  subject  and  pre- 
dicate are  quantified  to  their  full  extent, 
the  predicate  is  distributed  in  virtue  of 
its  matter.  274 : logicians  wrong  in  their 
doctrine  tnat  in  n^ative  propositions 
the  predicate  is  alwsys  distnbnted,  2Z6 ; 
ejections  to  the  doctrine  of  the  quan- 
tification of.  considered,  2^  el  aeq. ; L 
General, — objections  founded  on  the 
distinction  of  Formal  and  Material  con- 
sidered, 296-801 ; II.  Special, — 1**,  *^at 
it  is  fal^  80M  ; 2*.  Useless,  a<H-5  ; 
historical  notices  regarding  quantifica- 
tion  of,  805-23 ; Aristotle,  S^-9 ; Alex- 
ander Aphrodiriensis,  809-iQ  ♦ Amnm, 
nius  HemuBS,  30^,  810-2 ; boethius. 
818-5 ; Averroes,’  316 ; Albertus  Miu- 
nus,  816 : I^evi  Ben  Gerson,  81/ : 
Masters  of  Louvain,  818 ; Ti tins  and 
Rid^r,  818-22 ; Godfrey  Ploucquet, 
322-8;  Ulrich.  823 ; au&ors  referred 
to  on  the  doctrine  that  the  extension  of 
predicate  is  reduced  to  exten- 

sion of  subiect,  ^3 : sntbors  referred 
to  on  the  doctrine  that  predicate  has 
quantity  as  well  as  subject,  323-4 ; lefer- 
ences  to  Aristotle  for  use  of  distributed 
predicate,  824. 

Prejudice,  authors  referred  to  on,  ii.  8^ 
see  Error,  Causes  of. 

Prelection,  Author’s  Method  of,  L ^ 3: 
same  as  that  prevalent  in  Germany  and 
Holland,  2. 

Premise,  I^mises,  of  Syllogism,  what,  L 
281,  ^2,  296 ; Miqor  and  Minor  Pre- 
mise or  Proposition,  i6. ; objections  to 
these  teims  as  denominations  of  the 

Sropositions  of  a syllogism,  284 : their 
esignations,  ; best  names  for,  are 
Snmytion  and  sidtaumfliony  283-G ; or- 
der of,  iL  409-10;  Philoponus  quoted  on, 
410-1 ; instances  and  authoritieB  for  the 
enouncement  of  syllogism  with  the 
minor  premise  stateil  flr^  411-2. 
Prescision,  what,  L 123. 
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Preventative  Faculty,  as  a source  of  Error, 
9U  Error,  Causes  of. 

Prevost,  ii.  174. 

Primary  Laws  of  Thought,  see  Funda> 
mental  Laws  of  Thonght 

PrivMiiA  CoanUum^  controversy  regarding, 

L m. 

Princifnum  Contradicfniiumy  see  Lex  Con^ 
tradictonarutn. 

Probation,  Doctrine  of,  ii.  37-59  ; its  char* 
acter  and  elements,  87-3  . th^  expli- 
cated, 38  e(  seq.  ; terms  employed  for 
Probation, — ArqumenUUum^Arffummt, 
DemoTuirtUion^  Leading  o/  Proof,  38-9  : 
in  general  what,  29  ; how  diatin^shed 
from  Syllogism,  ib.  ; whereon  depends 
the  logical  value  of,  39-40;  ground  of 
Proof  either  absolute  or  relative,  4^ 
distinctions  of  propositions  in  respect 
of  the  general  form  of  a system  of, 
40-42 ; ^visions  of  Probations,  43-4 ; 
the  differences  of  probations  depend 
partly  on  their  matter  and  partly  on 
their  form,  43-4  : L in  respect  of  their 
Matter,  they  are  Pure  and  Empirical, 

43- 5 ; this  distinction  of  Probations 
not  taken  into  account  by  Lome,  46-7  ; 
2.  In  respect  of  their  Form  tnis  is  In- 
ternal and  External,  4^  Probations 
are  in  respect  of  Internal  Foym,  a.  Di- 
rect and  Indirect,  45-7 : jmnciple  of 
indirect  proof,  47-8 ; differences  of  In- 
direct or  Apagogicai  Probations,  48-9 ; 
b.  Deductive  and  Indactive,  45-9 ; c. 
Synthetic  and  Analytic,  4^  49-50 ; in 
respect  of  External  form,  they  are  1*, 
Simple  and  Composite,  2**,  Perfect  and 
Imperfect,  S'”,  R^ular  and  Irregular, 

44- 0 ; 2*  In  respect  of  their  Degree  of 

Cogency,  they  are  Apodeictic  or 
Demonstrative  and  Probaole,  4^  2°, 
UnivenallT  and  Particularly  Valid,  ih.  ; 
the  formal  legitimacy  ^ determined 
according  to  the  logicians  by  five  rules, 
60-51  ; these  rules  ^uced  to  two,  51-2 ; 
the  five  rules  explicated,  62  ei  $eq.  ; 
first  rule,  Notbi^  is  to  be  begged, 
l>orrowed,  or  stolen,  50-2  ; its  violation 
affords  the  Petitio  Prinnpii,  60 ; limi- 
tation under  which  this  rule^i  to  be 
understood,  53-4 ; second  rule.  That 
no  proposition  is  to  be  employed  as  a 
principle  of  proof,  the  truth  of  which  is 
only  to  be  evinced  as  a consequence  of 
the  proposition  which  it  is  employed  to 
prove,  51-4 ; its  violation  affords  the 
vice  of  wpoTfpo^,  51  ; third  rule. 

That  no  circular  probation  is  to  l>e 
made,  51^ ; its  violation  affords  the 
vice  of  Cirque  in  denwnetrando,  61 ; 
regressive  and  progressive  proofs  not 
to  be  confounded  with  the  tautolc^cal 
circle,  55-6 ; fourth  rule.  That  no  leap, 
no  hiatus,  must  be  made,  51-6 ; its 
violation  affords  the  vice  of  Saltut  in 
demonMrando,  ^ 56-7  ; fifth  rule,  Tlic 
srxipe  of  the  proliation  is  not  to  l>e 
cliaiigeil,  61-7  ; this  rule  admits  of  three 


degrees,  5^  L Mulatto  Elenchi,  67-8 ; 
2.  Proving  too  little,  6^  2.  PiDving 
too  much,  68-9. 

Problem,  the,  what,  L 281-2. 

Problems,  what,  i.  266. 

Proclus,  referred  to  on  Knowledge  and 
Belief,  it  72. 

Progressive  Method,  see  Method. 

Proof,  see  Probation. 

Proportion.  Analogy  or  Identity,  law  of, 
as  a fundamentainile  of  syllogisms,  ii. 
846-9 ; made  by  some  Ic^oiaas  the  one 
supreme  canon  of  syllogism,  347 ; logi- 
cians by  whom  this  law  is  confoundcil, 
or  maae  co-ordinate  with  the  Dictum 
de  Omni,  ib. ; names  given  by  logicians 
to,  347-8 : erroneously  supposed  to  be 
employed  by  Aristotle  as  a fundamen- 
tal rule  of  syllogism,  348 ; terms  under 
which  enounced,  346,  348 ; Syrhius 
thought  that  this  law,  unless  lifted, 
is  false,  349.  See  Syllogism. 

PropoMiticConditionaluHihUponil  in  esse, 
the  rule,  its  origin,  L 239. 

Propoflition,  The,  name  for  tn^or  pre- 
mise, L 2^  ; but  ambiguous,  i»6. 

Proposition,  what,  L 226 ; its  synonyms, 
ib. ; called  by  Aristotle  u inlerral,  iUs- 
229 ; how  divided  by  the  logicians, 
in  respect  of  Quantity,  243 ; proposi- 
tions oistinguiued  by  the  author  into 
Predesignate  (Definite),  and  Preinde- 
signate  (Indefinite),  according  as  their 
quantity  is  or  is  not  marked  out  by  a 
verbal  sign,  244.  see  Judgments;  dis- 
tinctions of,  in  respect  of  the  general 
form  of  a system  of  proof,  ii  40-42,  see 
also  L 266  e(  seq. ; terms  of,  only  ttfms 
as  terms  of  a relation,  U.  259 ; these 
only  compared  as  quantities,  ih.  \ of  no 
consequence  logic^ly  whether  subject 
or  pre<licate  be  placed  first,  &0- 
76 ; in  common  language  predicate 
often  placed  first,  260 ; simply  an  eoua- 
tion  of  two  notions  in  respect  of  tueir 
extension,  273.  276.  278 ; new  propcwl- 
tional  forms  resulting  from  the  doctrine 
of  a quantified  premcate,  2^  el  seq^, 
see  also  292-3 ; these,  vrith  the  old,  in 
all  eight.  279T287-8 : their  literal  sym- 
^0  ; their  notation,  ib. ; quantity 
of,  2SJ.  et  seq.  ; Indefinite  propositions 
(of  the  logicians),  better  Indestf/nale  or 
Preindes^nale,  ; various  opinions 
as  to  their  cli^lfication,  ib. ; authors 
referred  to  on  this  subj^,  ib,  ; preva- 
lent uncertainty  in  regaid  to  Pailiculor- 
itrand  its  signs.  281-2 ; two  meanings 
of  some,  either  ^mi -definite,  and  equi- 
valent to  some  onljf,  or  Indefinite,  and 
equivalent  to  some  at  least,  ib.  ; D^fini- 
tude  or  Non  • particularity  of  three 
kinds,  282-3 : bow  these  may  be  sym- 
boiis6d.~T6. : indefinitude  or  Particular- 
ity of  two  kinds,  283 ; how  these  may 
be  symbolised,  ib. ; A^stotle  and  logi- 
cians contemplate  only  the  latter,  283-4  ; 
reasons  of  this,  284 ; effect  of  the  definite 
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article  and  its  abeenoe  in  different  Ian* 
guagea  in  reducing  the  definite  to  the 
indefinite,  282-3 ; to  what  the  Indefi- 
nitea  of  Ariatotle  oorreanond,  283  ; logi- 
ciana  who  have  markea  the  quantities 
by  definite  and  indefinite,  ib. ; the  three 
poaaible  relations  of  the  tenua  of,  L 
Toto- total  eoincluaion,  2.  Toto- total 
Goezcluaion,  ^ Incomplete  coincluaion, 
involving  Incomplete  coezcluaion,  291 ; 
the  whole  order  of  beat  and  worst  quan- 
tification of  the  tcrma  of,  throughout 
the  two  qualities  of  Affirmation  and 
Negation,  292-3.  Set  Judgments,  Doc- 
trine of. 

ProposUionu  KxponibiltSf  the  doctrine  of, 
as  given  by  logicians,  iL  see  Ex- 

clusive and  Exceptive  Particlea. 

PropoeiHonet  Uriii  cu^ixcentu,  or  tertii  ad- 
what,  h 230 ; how  designated  by 
the  Oreeka  after  Tiriatotle,  228-30 ; se~ 
cundi  adjactrUU^  what,  230. 

of  Theophrastus,  its  probable 
meaning,  iL  394. 

its  use  by  Aristotle,  L 22& 

Protagoras  and  Euathlus,  the  case  of, 
quoted,  L 487-8. 

Prwvr6a,  The  Book  of,  dted,  ii.  207. 

Psellus,  Michael,  the  Sj^nopsit  of  the  Orpa- 
non  attributed  to,  in  probability  a 

translation  from  Hispanus,  L 432. 

Psychology,  Empirical  or  Historical,  how 
distinguished  irom  L 24,  3L 

Purchot,  referred  to  on  Categories,  L 200 ; 
mnemonic  verse  for  Di^unctive  Syllo- 
gism from,  327  ; his  formula  for  the 
Figure  of  Syllogism  (in  Extension), 
39/ ; referred  to  on  the  predesignation 
of  the  predicate  by  all  collectively,  it 
324. 

Pure  and  Applied^  as  usually  employed 
in  opposition  in  (lerman  philosophy,  not 
proj^rl^  relative  and  correlative  to  each 
other,  L fi2 ; pure  and  mixtd,  applied 
and  unamlita,  properly  correlative,  %b. 

Pure  and  Modal  Propositions,  L 266-  see 
Judgments. 

Pure  Logic,  tee  Logic. 

Qualitibs,  or  Modes,  whst,  L 76-7 ; their 
synonyms,  77. 

Quintilisn,  L 366 ; his  employment  of  the 
term  Enthympue,  390-91 ; 4^ ; his 
maxim  reguding  quantity  to  be  read, 
ii  216. 


Rabelais,  L 293. 

Ramists,  maintain  Logic  to  be  an  art, 
L9. 

Ramos,  referred  to  on  genua  of  Logic,  L 
^ ; his  illustration  of  the  distinc- 

Hon  between  Abstract  or  General,  and 
Concrete  or  Special  Lc^c,  66  ; referred 
to  on  Method  in  Logic,  IL  ^ referreil 
to  on  postulates  of  Lmic,  quoted 
on  Induction  of  Aristotle,  370. 


Rapin,  referred  to  on  canons  of  syllogism, 
ii.  325. 


Reading,  see  Knowledge,  Doctrine  of  the 
Acquisition  and  Perfecting  of. 

Real  Definition,  see  Definition. 

Real  Induction,  see  Induction. 

Real  Truth,  tee  Truth  and  Error,  Doctrine 
of. 


Reason  and  Consequent,  Law  of,  tee  Suffi- 
cient Reason. 

Reasoning,  tu  Reasonings,  Doctrine  of. 
Syllogism. 

ReaMmngs,  Doctrine  of,  L 268-468 ; the 
act  of  Reasoning,  what,  268-9 ; this 
illustrated  by  an  exampl^  269-70  ; the 
example  given  is  a reasoning  m the 
whole  of  Extension,  and  may  m repre- 
sented by  three  circles,  1^0-1 ; the 
reasoning  of  Extension  may  ^ exhibit- 
ed in  Comprehension,  272-4 ; the  copula 
in  extension  and  comprehension  of  a 
counter  meaning,  274  ; definition  of  the 
process  of  Reasoning  with  the  principal 
denominatious  of  process  and  product, 
1^4-5 ; these  explicated  and  illustrated, 
2Z6  et  te^.  ; L The  Act  of  Reasoning, — 
a reasomng  is  one  organic  whole,  276- 
errors  of  logicians  on  this  point, 
^6-7  ; utility  of  the  process  of  reason- 
ing,  277  : ^ Terms  by  which  the  pro- 
cess of  reasoning  is  denominatea, — 
Peatonin^,  Paliocinaliont  Diteentrse^ 
ArguinetUation,  Argument,  Inference, 
To  conclude.  Conclusion,  To  syllogise, 
CoUectio,  Culligere,  278-80  ; general  con- 
ditions of  ReaMning  or  Syllogism,  280- 
see  Syllogism ; reasoning  may  proceed 
in  the  quantity  of  Extension,  and  in 
that  of  Comprehennon,  296  ef  s^.  ; 
reasonings  in  these  opposite  quantities 
explicitly  compared  and  contrasted, 
29/  et  seq.  ; logicians  have  overlooked 
reasoning  in  Comprehension,  and  have 
thus  given  narrow  and  erroneous  detini- 
tions  of  the  migor,  middle,  and  minor 
terms,  297-8,  see  also  211  et  seq. ; diffi- 
culty in  reganl  to  the  doctrine  that  all 
reasoning  is  either  from  the  whole  to 
the  part,  or  from  the  parts  to  the  whole, 
stat^  and  obviated,  366.  See  Infer- 
ence, Syllogism. 

Reciprocating  Propositions,  common  doc- 
trine of  logicians  that  pr^cate  in  these 
miantified  in  materice,  ii.  274,  300.  802-3 ; 
tnis  incorrect,  3ffl ; authors  refexred  to 
who  hold  that  they  may  be  simply  .con- 
verted, 277  ; Fonseca  cited  against  their 
quantification  r»  materia,  8<% ; Pacius, 
Alexander  Aphrodisiensis  referred  to 
on,  3Cr2. 

Redi,  his  anecdotes  of  two  Peripatetics, 
iL  103. 

Redaction  of  Syllogisms,  the  whole  of  the 
rules  given  by  lopcians  for,  unpliiloso- 

Jhical,  L 433 ; these  supersedi^  433- 
5j  r^uctio  ad  impottUnle  applied  to 
Baroco  and  Bocardo,  but  awkward  and 
perplexing,  438.  440. 

Regressive  Method  see  Method. 

Reid  quoted  on  Conception,  L 109-12 ; 
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his  mistakes  reganlinff,  112’18 ; not, 
however,  open  to  Dr  Gleig’s  oe^ure  on 
this  point,  118. 

Reimams,  IL  ^ anecdotes  dted  from,  of 
the  inflnenoe  of  passion  on  opinion,  ii. 
103 ; quoted  on  canons  of  Syllogism, 
5^ 

Reinhold,  iL  SL 

Reminiscence,  as  a source  of  Error,  see 
Error,  Causes  ot 

JlepretenialioH  {repre$entalio)t  the  term, 
sense  in  which  it  has  been  used  on  the 
Continent  since  the  time  of  Leibnitx,  L 
126 ; want  in  English  of  a term  to  ex- 
press what  is  thus  (improperly)  denoted 
Dy  r^jresetUationf  ib. ; sense  in  which 
used  by  the  author,  ib. 

Repugnan^  of  Notions,  eouivalent  to 
(^ntnulictory  Opposition,  l 214. 

Reus^,  or  Reuschius,  L 142 ; ^2  : 864 : 
487 ; his  reduction  of  Baroco,  440 ; 
441  : 445 ; ii  1^  166 : 174 ; quoted  on 
canons  of  Syllogism,  826-7. 

Rhetoric  io  Alexander ^ author  of,  his  em- 
ployment of  the  term  enlhymeme,  L 390. 

Richter,  Heinrich,  referred  to,  as  to  Lo- 
gic not  being  properly  an  art  of  Dis- 
covery, i STj  quoted  on  the  dominion 
which  L(^c  gives  us  over  our  thoughts, 
^ 46»7:  ^ ii  12j  88. 

Ridiger,  i 254  ; noticedTKe  error  of  those 
who  make  Sorites  only  of  comprehen- 
sive whole,  SZfi ; erroneously  atmbuted 
introduction  of  Fourth  Figure  to  Galen 
and  Scotus,  424  : quoted  and  criticised 
on  quantification  of  predicate,  iL  318- 
22j  syllogistic  forms  propounded  by, 
3214. 

Komagnosi,  i Z1 ; iL  24L 

Rdsling,  L 77. 

Rousseau,  cited  on  the  difficulty  as  to  the 
origin  of  Language,  iL  142. 

Ruiz,  Didacus,  referr^  to,  on  history  of 
di^nction  of  Compociti  et  Diviei^ 

L 456i  U.  ^ Zfi. 

Saitus  in  demonsirando,  what,  iL  51-6  i 
only  a special  case  of  the  Ptiitio  Prin- 
cimi^  5o,  see  Probation. 

Sanderson,  Bishop,  quoted  on  objects  not 
included  under  the  ten  eateries,  L 
198 ; referred  to  on  names  of  proposi- 
tions in  conversion,  263.  821 : quoted 
on  Importance  of  teaching  as  a mean  of 
self-improvement,  U.  211  ; his  practice 
in  reading,  216. 

Sauter,  L 59 ; quoted  on  canons  of  Syllo- 
gism, ii.  888-4. 

Savonarola,  quoted  on  canon  of  Syllogism, 
ii.  331. 

Scaliger,  J.  C.,  emoted  on  the  benefits  of 
discussion,  ii.  208. 

Scheibler,  i 2^  3^  quoted  on 

what  constitutes  a Disjunctive  Reason- 
ing, 828  : 388  ; referred  to  on  ArLstotle 
and  Plato's  views  of  Method,  ii.  ^ re- 
ferred to  on  Method  in  Logic,  9j  12 ; 
176 ; quoted  on  Propositiones  Exponi- 


biles,  268-4 : referred  to  on  opposition 
of  SubaltematioD  and  of  Suboontrariety, 

Scheidler,  iL  1^  21^  m 

Schelling,  repudiatea  the  principles  of 
Contra^ction  and  Excluded  Middle  in 
relation  to  the  absolute,  L 9^  respect 
in  which  hia  treatment  of  the  pnnmple 
of  Contradiction  differed  f^m  that  of 
Hegel,  ib.  ; placed  the  law  of  Identity 
as  the  primary  principle  of  ail  know- 
ledge, 9ih 

Schmdlders,  iL  167 ; 171. 

^holia,  wlmt,  L 267. 

Scholiast  on  Hermogencs,  his  doctrine  of 
the  Enthymeme,  L 391 ; 468. 

Schottns,  Andreas,  L 468. 

Schramm,  made  the  Inductive  Syllogism 
deductive,  L 824. 

Schuler,  referred  to  for  scholsstic  theoriea 
of  the  object-matter  of  Logic,  L ^ 

Schulxe,  G.  E.,  L 77;  ^ fe ; 84 ; 124: 
147 ; 230  ; 247 ; 25^2^  ^9 ; ^ ; 811. 

Schweigbaenser,  L 8TO ; lefen^  to  on 
true  reading  of  Epictetus,  465. 

Science,  definition  of,  iL  ^ 8;  its  perfec- 
tion of  two  kinds— Formm  and  Mate- 
rial, 4j  distinguished  as  RmI  and 
Formal,  y ; under  the  Real  Sciences 
are  incladed  the  Mental  and  Material, 
67 ; divided  into  two  great  branches, 
according  as  it  is  conversant,  1*,  About 
objects  known,  or  2”,  About  the  man- 
ner of  knowing  them,  229-^) ; these 
branches  called  respectively  Direct 
Science  or  Science  Simply,  and  Refiex 
Science,  the  Science  of  Science,  the 
Method  of  Science,  280;  the  Utter  falls 
into  two  grest  branched  as  it  is  oon- 
versant,  1*,  About  the  Uws  under  whi<^ 
the  human  mind  can  know,  or  2*,  The 
Uws  under  which  what  is  proposed  by 
the  human  mind  to  know,  can  be  known, 
ib.  : the  former  U Logic  properly  so 
c2Ud,  the  Utter  not  nsm^  i6.  : but 
in  its  parts,  called  Jleuretic,  Architect 
t&niCf  ib.  : these  sciences,  respectively 
developed  by  Aristotle,  and  by  Bi^n, 
231 : not  inconsistent,  but  correUtive 
and  dependent,  ib. 

Scotus,  John  I^ns,  referred  to  as  to 
genus  of  Logic,  L ^ referred  to  for 
scholastic  theories  on  the  object-matter 
of  Lome,  (or  St  Augustin)  quoted 
as  to  Lo^c  being  the  A rt  artium  and 
Scimtia  scientiarum,  ^-5 ; 58:  821 ; 409; 
alleged  as  defending  the  Fourth  Fi^re, 
428.  ^4  ; this  erroneous,  ib. ; held  Feri- 
son,  Bocanlo,  and  FeUpton  as  useless, 
because  concluding  indirectly,  445  : his 

• ground  of  the  dUcrimination  of  major 
and  minor  terms  in  the  Second  and 
Third  Figures,  iL  417. 

Second  Figure,  see  Figure. 

S^y,  quoted  on  canons  of  Syllogism,  ii. 


Self-Love,  see  Error,  (Uuses  of. 

Seneca,  example  of  Writes  ftom,  L 383 ; 
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457  : on  DivUiun,  iL  quotcNl 

ou  uvit  iullueitcti  of  prufipitaiicyi  iW : 
(juoteil  on  the  ho)>e  of  dying  old,  ok  an 
iUimlration  of  pretipitate  juilgment, 
on  sloth  as  a source  of 
error,  > ; '^)7  ; quoted  on  leatrli- 

ing  QA  a uieau  of  self-iiin»rovement  in 
knowleilge,  210 : his  iiiaxini  reganllug 
the  quantity  to  \m  read,  210. 

Sergeant,  John,  notice  of,  ii.  419 ; his 
doctrine  of  the  Second  and  Thinl  Fig- 
nre,H,  419.21. 

Sextu.H  Kinpiricus,  L ^ 2S2 ; ii.  £L 

*S  Oravesande,  citwl  ou  inlluence  of  Asso- 
ciation, ii.  128. 

Sigwart,  referre«l  on  what  truly  con- 
stitutes a Disjunctive  lica-soning,  L 828, 
4t>3  ; ii.  14  : h ; IlL 

Simplicius,  h djreferred  to  ou  genus  of 
Logic,  ^ 9(X 

Sloth,  ««  Error,  Causes  of. 

Siniglecius,  referred  to  on  genus  of  I/ogie, 
L 9;  i\*ferre»l  to  for  scholastic  theories 
of  The  ol)ject-m(itter  of  Logic,  ^ &S. 

Smith,  Adam,  uuotod  on  intluencG  of  Jin- 
sociation,  ii.  12d. 

Sucll,  Ii.  192:  2QL 

Society,  influence  of,  os  a source  of  EiTor, 
see  fciTor,  Causes  of. 

Socrates,  his  saying  h'gurdiiig  the  extent 
of  hi.s  knowledge,  iL 

Solomon,  ii.  216. 

So|>ater  Apanieensis,  L 300. 

Sophism,  see  Fallacies. 

Sorites,  or  Cliain  Syllogism,  L 362-85  ; the 
second  variety  of  Complex  Syllogism, 
«166  ; what,  i^K  ; its  fonuulje  in  Compn:- 
hensiou  and  Extension,  ib. ; Progressive 
and  Uegressive,  :»t7 ; authors  on,  in 
general,  referred  to,  3<^i7 ; diagrani.s, 
t intular  ami  linear,  illustrative  of,  ib.  ; 
concrete  examples  of,  367-9  ; the  formal 
inference  e«[ually  nece.ssary  in,  as  in 
simple  syllogisiu,  369 ; i*esolvahIe  into 
simple  syll(^ism8,  ib.  ; this  illustrated, 
370-71 ; equally  natural  as  simple  syllo- 
gi.sm,  371 ; may  In;  either  CaU^orical 
or  Hy]H)thetical,  ib.  ; laws  of  these 
.fomi.H  of,  371-2 ; formula  of  Hyi>o- 
Mjetical  Sontes,  372 ; re.solutiou  of 
Hypothetical  Sorites,  jirogressivo  and 
regressive,  into  simple  Hylloj^sms,  873  ; 
a Disjunctivo  Sorites  |>ossiblo  after  a 
sort,  o74j  but  complex  and  unservice- 
able, 374-0 ; historical  notice  of  the 
logical  doctrine  of,  ‘>V15  et  seq.  \ neither 
namo  nor  doctrine  found  in  Aristotle, 
‘37b ; but  the  principle  of,  given  in 
Aristotle's  first  antipreilicameiitixl  rule, 
ib.  ; the  term  sitriteA  never  apidie^l  by 
any  ancient  writer  to  designate  a cer- 
tain form  of  reasoning,  ib. ; with  them 
denoted  a particular  hind  of  sophism, 
376 ; first  use<l  in  it«  i>resent  accepta- 
tion by  Laurentius  Valla,  3Z2  ; the  pro- 
cess of,  descriinMl  in  the  Dinleetic  of 
(rcorge  of  Trebisond,  tlie  contemporary 
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of  Valla,  ib.  ; the  dm'triiie  of  logicians 
rcganling,  illustiutcs  their  oiie-sidtsi 
view  of  tile  nature  of  rensoiiiug  in  gene- 
mi,  378  ; the  Sorites  of  extension  over- 
l(>i>ke«l,  and  that  of  comprehen.sioii,  the 
progressive,  alone  contemplated  by  lo- 
gicians, 379 ; tlitfei'ence  l>etweeu  the 
two  forms  of,  ib.  ; proUvble  reason  why 
logicians  overlouke<l,  in  the  case  of 
.Sorites,  tile  reasoning  in  extension,  381- 
examples  of,  in  eomprelieti.siou  and 
exU;n.siou,  ;i82-^ ; the  Gocleiiiau,  or 
UegT»*Ksive  Comprehensive  Sorites,  383 ; 
names  given  to,  384 : liefore  Valla, 
called  vaguely  complex  styWyism^  ib.  ; 
as  a iKilysyllogism,  conqaratively  sim- 
ile, 384-5  ; may  lie  drawn  in  any  ligum, 
4 18  ; oltftcnations  on,  ii.  403  ; correc- 
tion and  amplilii'ation  of  the  common 
doctrine  of,  403-5 ; diagrams  illustra- 
tive of,  405. 

Sorites,  tlie  sophism,  its  derivation  and 
meaning,  L 37^  its  nature,  37 tw  ; K.aid 
to  have  been  invenUsl  by  the  Stoic 
Clirysippus,  376 ; by  Eubulides,  ib.  ; 
called  calcuSy  ib.  ; called  occr. 

tWw  by  Cicero,  ih. ; its  cliarocter,  461- 
5j  its  various  de.signations,  465  : well 
ilefined  by  Ulpian,  ib.  \ exemplified, 
4tl5-6. 

Spatv,  nr  Extension,  os  absolutely  liound- 
e<l,  uuthinkalde,  L 101  ; us  unlimitod, 
iu(X)tioeivable,  because  contradictory, 
102 ; as  an  alieolute  minimum,  or  as 
infinitely  dividisl,  inconceivable,  104. 

Sjieoial  Logic,  see  Logic. 

SjsM’jal  or  Concn.'te  Logic,  see  Logic. 

SjHH’iea,  see  Genus. 

Si>eculation,  as  a means  of  knowledge,  see 
Kiiowlwlge,  Do<  trine  of  the  Ac<|uisition 
an«l  Perfecting  of. 

Stittler,  L 5^  quoted  on  canons  of  syllo- 
gism, ii.  333. 

Stephamis,  IL,  L US ; his  imitation  of  an 
epignua  oTPhocylides,  393. 

Stewart,  Dugald,  4|uoted  on  the  liability 
of  notions  to  vagucncHs  and  ambiguity, 
L 174-7  ; n*fers  to  Hume  and  (.-amplHjflj 
i/h  : his  unf^avourable  strictures  on  the 
Rllege«l  motium  origin  of  certain  tech- 
nical logical  language,  grourulle-ss,  20*>. 
279 : ii.  119 ; 4|UoUh1  on  influence  of 
a.H,’»ociatiou.  124-6  ; 137-8. 

Stoicheiology,  or  Doctrine  of  Elements, 
.see  Logic. 

Stoics,  viewed  liOgic  os  a science,  L 9 : 
their  nomenclature  of  tlie  mrts  of  the 
Hy|>othotical  Syllogism,  340 ; the  ex- 
cogitation of  the  sophism  /ywim  /{ttfio 
attributetl  to,  462 ; but  this  doubtful, 

m. 

Strals),  L 393. 

Strigelius,  H.  275. 

Suarez,  on  the  principle  of  Contradiction, 
L ^ 99 ; 9^  n fcmxi  to  on  cla.ssifica- 
tion  of  the  categories,  2o0. 

Subject,  of  a Judgment  or  Propoaition, 

2 K 
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what,  L 228 ; calle<l  tenn  or  extretnef 
gee  Judgmenta,  l*ro^sition. 

Subjectivtt  Logic,  see  Logic. 

Sultsidiarica  or  Aida  of  thinking,  Doctrine 
of,  see  Logic. 

Su)x)nlination  of  Concepts,  see  Conceptn, 
Helationa  of. 

Suilicient  Reason,  or  Reason  and  Consc> 
queiit,  principle  of,  a fundamental  law 
of  thought,  L (tntl  see  M) ; what  and 
how  expreaaed,  84 ; relations  between 
Reason  and  Consequent,  84>5 ; logical 
significance  of,  discriminalecffrom 
the  principle  of  Cause  and  Effect,  85-6  ; 
logictU  atui  meUtphygicul  reason  and 
ctmeequenl,  ib.  : these  both  include<l 
un<ler  the  terms  coTuiiiion  and  com/i* 
turned,  8d ; this  law  should  l>e  excluded 
from  Logic,  ib.  ; recogun^ed  by  Plato, 
98 ; by  Aristotle,  ib. ; by  both  under 
the  ambiguous  term  oXria  alnoi',  (cat/se), 
ib. ; but  the  principlo  of  Knowledge  dis> 
criminated  by  Anstotle  from  the  prin- 
ciple of  l*roduction,  ib.  ; comprehended 
by  Cicero,  and  by  Uie  schoolmen,  under 
the  formula,  ni^il  sine  eaxesa,  ib.  ; but 
under  that  discriminattK],  ib.  ; in  mo- 
dem times  attention  called  to  it  by 
Leibnitz,  ib. ; but  not  adei|uately  dis- 
criminate by  him,  ib. ; controversy  l>e- 
tween  Leibnitz  and  Dr  Samuel  Clarke 
on  this  law,  among  other  points,  94 ; 
assumed  by  Leibnitz  as  the  foundation 
of  Natural  Philosophy,  ib. ; the  fonu 
of  the  Hypothetical  Syllogism  deter- 
mined by,  ; how  enounc^  by  Wolf, 
94 ; discussion  regarding  the  l^ibni- 
tian  principle  nf,  94-5 : law  of,  regu- 
lates, in  conjunction  with  that  of  ex- 
clude middle.  Hypothetico-disjunctive 
syllogisms,  291 ; only  another  expres- 
sion of  Aristotle’s  law,  that  the  whole 
is  necessarily  conceived  as  prior  to  the 
pari,  357 ; authors  referred  to  on,  ii. 
250 : that  can  l>e  deduced  from  law  of 
Contradiction,  ib. ; that  cannot  l>e  so 
dtsluced,  ib.  See  Fundamental  Law's  of 
Thought. 

Suidas,  1.  468. 

Sumption  ami  Subsumption,  best  names 
for  the  premises  of  a syllogism,  L 283 : 
their  emplo>'ment  viiidicatetl,  283-6  • 
not  con.stitute<l  by  the  mere  onler  of 
enunciation,  310 : what  truly  <x)nsti- 
tutes  the.se,  31Q.11. 

Sutcr,  quoted  on  canon  of  Syllogism,  ii. 
334. 

Syllogism,  original  meaning  of  tliv  term, 
L 279 ; lx>rrowc<l  from  Mathematics, 
ib.  ; Eugenios,  Bleminidas,  and  Zal»ar- 
ella  quoted  on  iinport  of,  ib.  ; 282  et 
seq. ; general  conditions  of,  2^ ; the 
parts  of  which  compoaod,  and  their  do- 
uomiuations,  280-2 ; these  cxpUcateil, 
282  et  seq. ; Premises,  major  ami  minor, 
ib,  ; Sumi>tion,  Sulwumption,  Conclu- 
sion, names  for  the  three  proposi- 
tions of,  283 ; Lemma,  lIyi>olemiiia,  i6.  j 


Assum])tion,  284  : objections  to  the  de- 
nominations of  tue  projK)aitions  of,  in 
ordinary  use,  284-6 : the  use  of  Sump'- 
turn  and  Sttbsumplion  sanctioned  by 
precedent,  ; Divisions  of,  286  et 

seq.  i tirst  dmsioii  of  Syllo^sins,  com- 
prehending all  the  others,  into  Exten- 
sive and  Comprehensive,  286-7  ; matter 
and  form  of,  ^7-8 ; proximate  and  re- 
mote matter  of.  j^8 ; the  form  atfonls 
the  next  grand  distinction  of,  ib.  ; tlie 
fonu  of,  two-fold — Internal  and  Exter- 
nal, 2S8-9 ; L AccoixUng  to  Internal  or 
Essential  Fonn,  Syllogisms  are  divided 
into  four  cla.Hses,  as  regulated  by  the 
laws-  -1*,  Of  Identity  and  Contradiction, 
2*,  Of  Excluded  Middle,  S'*,  Of  Reason 
and  Consequent,  an«l  4®,  Of  Elxcludetl 
MidiUe  and  of  Reason  and  Consequent, 
viz.,  Categorical,  Disjunctive,  Hypo- 
thetical, and  Hypothetico-disjunctive, 
or  Dilemmalic,  291-3  {but  see  iL  376-9, 
and  Inference) ; these  four  classes  com- 
rised  in  two  genera.  Simple  and  Con- 
itioual,  293,  see  Cut^orical,  H)^thc- 
tical,  Disjunctive  and  Hj'pothetico- 
disjunctive  Syllogism ; Categorical  Syl- 
l(^ism,  the  one  clas.s  under  the  genus 
Simple  Syllogism,  293 ; its  general  na- 
ture, 294  ; may  proceed  in  the  quantity 
of  Extension,  and  in  that  of  Compre- 
hension, 295 ; examples  of  the  Exten- 
sive, and  of  the  In^nsive  or  Compre- 
hensive Categorical  Syllo^m,  ; 
these  reasonings  or  syllogisms  expli- 
citly compared  and  contrasted,  29i  et 
seq.  ; logicians  looking  only  to  the  rea- 
soning in  Extension  have  given  narrow 
and  erroneous  definitions  of  the  Major, 
Middle,  ami  Minor  terms,  297-8 ; Aris- 
totle’s definition  of  these  will  apply  to 
both  quantities,  299-300,  see  also  218-9. 
see  Terms  of  Syllogism ; most  conveni- 
ent mode  of  stating  a syllogism  in  an 
abstract  form  by  the  letters  S,  P,  M, 
3QQ  {btU  see  ii.  478.  482.  484) ; dividcnl 
into  R])ccial  clawHiS  according  to  the 
application  of  the  laws  of  Identity  and 
Contradiction,  under  the  relation  of 
whole  and  fiart,  301  et  seq.  ; this  rela- 
tion may  be  reganlcd  in  two  points  of 
view,  and  thus  affords  two  classes  of 
Reasonings — viz.,  Dtsluctive  and  Induc- 
tive, 301-2 ; L Deductive  Categorical 
Syllogism,  character  of  the  process  in, 
302  et  seq. ; its  canons,  in  IntenHion 
and  in  Extension,  303-4  ; connection  of 
the  proimsitions  and  tenns  of,  illu.H- 
trated  by  sensible  sjTnliols,  3Q4-5 ; prox- 
imate niles  of,  L Extensive  — Three 
Rules,  305-6  • first  rule  of,  illustrated, 
306-8 ; second  rule  of,  illustrated,  308- 
11  ; misconccfition  in  reganl  to  defini- 
ti^  of  Sumption  in  second  rule  obvi- 
atml,  309-11 : third  rule,  311-2;  2.  In- 
tensive,  three  rules,  31i  et  seq.  ; first 
rule  illustrated,  315  : second  rule  illus- 
tinted,  315-7 ; grounds  of  the  rules  re- 
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fifliuB,  316-7 ; thinl  nile  illustrated, 
17-8 ; II.  Inductive  Categorical  Syl- 
logism,  what,  318 : views  of  logicians 
rt^^arding  the  nature  of  this  reasoning 
erroneous,  31d  ti  $eq.,  stK  Induction; 
canons  of  the  De<.iuctive  and  Inductive 
Syllogisms  equally  fonual,  321  : tliese 
rea.sonings  illustrated,  yil-2 ; objection 
obviated,  322-3  ; fommlse  for  Inductive 
Syll^sius  in  Comnrehen.sion  and  Ex- 
tension, 321^4 ; Whately  and  others 
erroneously  make  the  inductive  syllo- 
gism deductive,  324 ; doctrine  of  tlio 
older  logicians  different,  and  correct 
as  far  as  it  goes,  324-5 ; though  the 
Categorical  Syllogism  is  specially  reg- 
ulaU^  by  the  laws  of  Mentitv  and 
Contradiction,  still  the  other  l(^cal 
laws  also  operative  in,  3^4 ; Divisions 
of,  according — II.  To  "External  Form, 
862-448  ; A-  Complex, — Epicheirema, 
and  Sorites,  862-85  ; relation  of  syllo- 
^ms  to  eacfTotEer,  363 ; classes  and 
designations  of  relate  svllodsms,  ib.  ; 
Monoeyllogism,  what,  io.  ; Polysyllo- 
gism,  what,  ib.  ; this  Analytic  and  Sjm- 
thutic,  364 ; Prosyllorism,  ib. ; Episyl- 
logism,  ib.y  set  Epicheirema,  Sorites ; 
]>robable  reason  why  logicians,  in  the 
case  of  simple  syllogisms,  overlooked 
tlie  reasoning  of  Comprehension,  3^ : 
divisions  of,  accoitling  to  External 
Form,  B.  Defective, — Euth^eme,  386- 
^4,  see  Euthymeme ; C.  Regular  and 
Irregular,  394-448,  see  Figure,  Mood, 
Reduction  of  Syllogisms ; irregular  by 
relation,  ^ To  the  transpoeeii  order 
of  its  Propositions  ; 2®,  Of  its  Terms  ; 
3®,  Of  both  its  Propositions  and  Terms, 
395-6 ; doctrine  of  logicians  reganl- 
ing  the  regularity  and  irregnlarity  of, 
in  respect  of  the  order  of  its  proixwi- 
tions,  395 ; this  one-sided  and  erro- 
neous, to. ; in  respect  of  its  Terms,  a 
syllogism  is  regular  or  irregular,  ac- 
conling  to  the  ]>lacc  which  tlie  Middle 
Term  holds  in  the  premises,  Ul  ; regu- 
lar and  irregular  onler  of,  in  Compre- 
hension and  Extension.  395-6  ; the  re- 
lative position  of  the  Middle  Term  in  a 
syllodsm  constitutes  its  Figure,  896  ; 
the  Four  Figures  of,  ib.  ; mnemonic 
Verses  for  Figures,  897,  see  Figure  of 
Kyllogism  ; regularity  and  irreguliirity 
of,  explicated,  39Z  et  ; irregularity 
in  external  form  of,  arising  from  trans- 
position of  the  Propositions,  397-400  ; 
can  be  wrspicuously  expressed  by  any 
of  the  five  irregular  consecutions  of  its 
propositions,  397-9 ; true  doctrine  of 
consecution  oTsyllogism,  wliich  is 
either  Esthetic,  the  premises  being 
placed  first,  the  conclusion  last,  or 
Analytic,  the  conclusion  preceding,  the 
premises  following,  399-400 ; second 
ground  of  regularity  and  irregularity 


of, — the  natural  and  transpose*!  order 
of  the  Syllogistic  Terms,  4UQ  et  seq.  ; 
see  Figure  of  Syllogism ; all  the  va- 
rieties of,  divide*!  into  classes,  accord- 
ing to  their  Validity,  viz.  into  Correct 
or  True,  and  Incorrect  or  False,  449  : 
the  meaning  of  these  terms  as  applied 
to  syllogisms  detennined,  450-51  ; in- 
correct, divided  into  Paralogisms  and 
Sophisms,  449-452 : tills  distinction 
not  of  *lirectly  logical  import,  452 ; but 
not  altogether  w'ithout  logical  value, 
ib.  ; incorrect,  vicious,  either  in  resiwict 
of  their  form,  or  of  their  matter,  or  in 
rovSpect  of  l>oth  form  and  matter,  450- 
2 : syllogisms  incorrect  in  respect  of 
their  matter  lie  bt*yon*l  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  Logic,  452  ; syllogisms  formally 
incorrect,  to  be  judged  by  an  a]>plica- 
tiou  of  the  rules  of  syllogism,  15;^  see 
Fallacies  ; how  distinguished  from  Pro- 
bation, ii  3^  on  the  mutual  relations 
of  the  terms  of,  in  quantity  and  qua- 
lity, through  the  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  a quantified  predicate,  285- 
^ general  canon  of,  28^  the  three 
possible  relations  of  terms, — 1.  Toto- 
total  Coinclusion ; 2.  Toto-total  Coex- 
clusion ; 3.  Incomplete  Coinclusion, 
involving  Incomplete  Coexclusion,  ib.  ; 
the  first  is  the  l>est,  the  second  the 
worst,  the  third  intermediate,  ib. ; the 
whole  order  of  best  and  worst  quanti- 
fication throughout  the  two  qualities, 
2^-7  : application  of  this  doctrine  in 
special  cases  of  the  general  canon  of, 
in  the  12  affirmative  and  24  negative 
moods,  287  9 ; Canons  of,  general  nisto- 
rical  notices  regarding,  ii.  321-52  ; quo- 
tations from  various  logicians  on,  324- 
46  ; Derodon  referred  to  on,  324-5  ; Rv 
pm,  3;^ ; Leibnitz,  325-6 ; Heusch,  326- 
7 ; Crusius,  327 j ; Hutcheson,  328- 
36 ; Savonarola.  331 ; Alex.  O.  Baum- 
garten,  ib.  ; Reimarus,  331-2 ; Waldin, 
3:32-3;  Stattler,  333;  Sauter,  333-4 : 
Suter,  334  ; Se^y.  334-5 ; Hoffbauer, 
335-^ ; Kant,  336-7 ; Christian  Weiss, 
337-8 ; Fries,  338-41  ; Kiesewetter,  241 ; 
Larroque,  342-4 ; Gallunpi,  344 ; Buf- 
fier,  344-5 : Victorin,  245-6 ; references 
to  anthors  on  fundamental  laws  of,  346- 
8_i  enunciations  of,  348-50  ; Dictum  de 
Omni  et  nullo,  criticised,  8^  ; gene- 
ral laws  of,  in  verse,  3fK)-l  ; si>ecial 
laws  of,  in  verse,  351-2 ; criticism  by 
the  Author  of  the  special  laws  of, 
352-7  : the  Author’s  supreme  canons 
of.  :^57-8;  doctrine  of,  attneke*!,  as  in- 
volving a i»etUio  prinripii^  4^W ; how 
this  objection  is  to  l>e  met,  406.  409 ; 
this  objection  ma*le  by  Stewart  and  re- 
futed  by  Oalliippi,  i<^ ; its  enounoc- 
ment — Analytic  and  Synthetic,  406-7  : 
these  methods  of  euouneement  coui- 
pared,  407-9 ; Unfigurc*!  and  Fignretl, 
412-4 ; difference  of  Figure  of,  of  no 
account,  414. 
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Symbolical  and  Intuitivu  Knowledge,  9U 
Ck>Dcej)U^  Quality  of. 

SynthoHia,  iL  ^ see  Method. 

Tacitus,  qiiote<l,  iL 

Tartaretu.s,  Petma,  coimnentator  on  Ilia* 
panua,  L 65  ; iL  374. 

Tenemann,  i. 

Terms  of  a ProjKwition,  see  Proposition. 

Terms  of  Syllt^sm,  M^or,  Minor,  and 
Middle,  what,  L 294-5 : ixjirowed  from 
Mathematics,  29S  ; their  synonyms, 
298-9 ; in  Kxteiision  the  predicate  of 
the  conclusion  the  greatest  whole,  and, 
therefore,  the  major  term,  tlio  subject 
the  smallest  iiart,  and,  therefore,  the 
minorteim,  in  Comprehension,  the 
subject  of  the  conclusion  is  the  greatest 
whole,  and,  therefore,  the  major  term, 
the  predicate  the  smallest  )mrt,  and, 
thendore,  the  minor  term,  ib.  : narrow 
and  erroneous  dehnitiona  by  logicians 
of,  297-8  j Aristotle’s  dcAnition  of,  2J9 ; 
his  definition  of  the  middle  term  aa 
middle  by  i>OKition  not  appIicaVdo  to 
the  mode  in  whicli  subsequent  logicians 
enounce  the  syllogism,  to.  ; but  apidi* 
ruble  to  the  reasoning  in  Comprelien* 
sion,  299*dO<J ; i»ossiblc  to  stat«  a rea- 
soning in  Extension  in  which  the  mi^jor 
term  shall  stand  Arst,  tho  middle 
second,  and  the  minor  last,  300 ; what 
is  projMjrly  to  be  regarded  as  a terra  of 
Nvllogism,  306-7. 

Testimony,  what,  ii.  175  ; explicated,  176 
el  seq.  ; its  proper  object,  177-8  : tlio 
objert  of,  called  the  Foci,  178 ; the 
validity  of,  callc*!  IlijiU/rical  Credi^ily^ 
ib.  ; either  immeiliate  or  nie<liate,  t5.  ; 
an  immediate  witness  styled  an  eye- 
ifniness^  ib.  ; a nietliate  an  ear-witnejutf 
ib.\  the  yuaranlee,  what,  testimony 
may  be  Partial,  Complete,  Consistent, 
Contradictory,  ib.  ; division  of  tho  sub- 
j«:t I.  CVwUbility  of  Testimony  in 
general,  179  el  seq.  ; 1®,  the  object  of 
the  testimony — its  aljsolute  possibility; 
179-81  ; phy.sival  and  metaphysical  i>os- 
sibility,  180-81  ; its  relative  possibility, 
181 : 2®,  The  subject  of.  or  personal 
trustwoilhineHS  of  the  witness,  181-2  : 
this  consists  of  two  elements,  a.  Hon- 
esty or  veracity,  182-3 ; tlie  presump- 
tion of  the  honesty  oi  a witness  en- 
hanced by  certain  circumstances,  183 ; 
b.  Com|KJtency  of  a writness,  ib.  ; cir- 
cnnistanees  by  which  the  presumption 
of  competency  is  enhanced,  ib.  ; the 
credibility  of  Testimony  not  invalidate*! 
)>cK:anse  the  fact  testiAed  is  one  out  of 
the  ordinary  course  of  experience,  183- 
4 ; summary  regarding  the  cr^bi- 
llty  of  testimony  in  general,  184-5 : 
XL  Testimony  in  Siiecial,  as  immediate 
aii<l  nie<liate,  185  et  seq. ; 1®,  Immediate, 
18.*i ; conilitions  of  its  credibility,  ib.  ; 
whether  all  these  comlitious  arc  ful- 


Ailed  in  the  case  of  any  immediate  tes- 
timony, cannot  be  directly  ascertained, 
185-6 ; when  testimony  attains  the 
highest  degree  of  probability,  186  ; 
negative  and  jKisitive  discrepancy,  187- 
8_^  2®,  Mediate^  188  ei  seq.  ; ni^iate 
witnesses  are  cither  proximate  or  re- 
mote, and  either  inaupendent  or  de- 
pendent, 189  ; Rumour,  Tradition,  ly) ; 
Recorded  Testimony,  iM  et  seq.  ; Criti- 
cism and  Interpretation,  what,  191-2  ; 
those  explicateil,  198  et  seq. ; the  exami- 
nation of  a testimony  twofold — of  its 
Authenticity  and  Int^rity,  and  of  its 
Meaning,  193_;  the  former  the  problem 
of  Criticism  (Cri/wvi),  the  latter  of  In- 
terjireUtion  or  exposition  {JJermeneii- 
ticOf  Kxege(ica),  19^  L CViticism  con- 
sidered  in  detail,  194-9 ; its  problems, 
194  i Universal  and  Spiral  CYiticisin, 
ib.  ; Universal  CritiuiKm  alone  within 
the  sphere  of  Logic,  ib.  ; this  divided 
into  Higher  and  Lower  CViticism,  or 
the  Criticism  of  Authenticity  and  the 
Criticism  of  Integrity,  ib.  ; 1.  Criticism 
of  Autlienticity,  195-6 ; a.  Internal 
Orounils,  these  of  themselves  not  suAfi- 
dent  to  establish  the  authenticity  of  a 
writing,  195  : but  orani[>otent  to  dis- 
prove an  alleged  authenticity,  ib.  ; b. 
External  GroumU,  196  ; 2.  Cnticism  of 
Integrity,  196-9 ; emendation  of  tho 
text  of  two  kinds — liz.  Historical  ami 
Cornectuml,  192  ; historical,  of  two 
kinds,  External  and  Internal,  198 ; 
Conjectural,  199 : II.  lnterj>retation, 
199-201  ; General  and  Si^icia],  199  ; 
sourciis  of  interpretation,  200-201. 

Text-Hook,  its  use  in  a systematic  course 
of  Ijcctures,  i 2. 

Themistius,  referred  to  on  genus  of  Logic, 
L 9 ; ii.  206. 

Theoplirastus,  referred  to  on  use  of  the 
term  cateqoric/il,  L 234 ; 246 ; his  no- 
menclature of  the  parts  of  tho  H}'pothe- 
tical  Syllomsm,  340 : (luoteil  oh  hear- 
ing, ii.  212 ; ma<le  two  moods  of  Da- 
rapti,  4<^L  467 : this  opinion  ailopUHi 
by  Porpli)Ty,  46Z ; ana  by  Boetmus, 
ib.  ; but  opposed  by  the  Author,  ib. 

Tlieorems,  what,  i *266. 

Third  Figure,  see  Figure. 

Thomasius,  Jacobus,  liolds  that  simple 
apprehension  is  impossible  without 
judgment,  L 118. 

TlioiuHon,  Mr,  of  Oxford,  bis  Lnics  of 
Thmtght  recommended,  ii.  24.5. 

Tliought,  the  Products  of,  see  Concc]>ts, 
Judgments,  Rea.soningK. 

TliougTit,  what,  L 12  rf  seq. ; in  its  wider 
meaning,  e<]uivalent  to  every  cognitive 
act,  or  even  to  every  conscious  mental 
mo<liAcation.  12j  in  its  narrower  mean- 
ing OS  thought  proper,  denotes  the  acts 
of  the  Uinlerstamling  proj»er,  1^  ^ 14  : 
in  the  latter  sense,  the  object-matter  of 
I^ic,  13j  Matter  and  Form  of,  di.^j- 
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15_;  phajiionu'iia  of  fomml, 
of  two  kimlfl,  contingent  ami  necessary, 
24  ; necessary  form  of,  implies  four 
conditions,  — 1.  Determinwl  by  the 
nature  of  the  thinking  subject  itself, 
2.  Original,  2.  Universal,  L A law, 
24-5  : its  subject,  fonn,  and  niatbtr 
discnminate^l,  72  ; as  the  object  re- 
spectively of  Psycholt^y  and  of  Logic, 
72-4  : ametliatci  ami  complex  c<^ition, 
74-6 ; the  various  terms  by  which  the 
modM  of  thought,  or  cogitable  exist- 
cin*c,  are  designated,  7d-7  : what  is  in- 
volved in  thinking  an  object,  77 ; tlm 
attribution  implie<l  in,  rcgulaWd  by 
laws,  7''^.  sec  Funilamcntal  liiiws  of 
Thought”;  distinction  of  Positive  and 
Negative,  102  ; iU  products  arc  of  tlirce 
kinds,— Concepts,  .ludgmcnts,  and 
fioningH,  lid  et  alibi;  thes<;  are  all  pro- 
ducts of  comparison  and  all  motliiica- 
tions  of  Jud^icnt,  117-18  ; gee  Con- 
cepta,  Judgments,  lleasonings  ; its 
formal  or  logical  perfection  consists  of 
three  virtues, — Cleanicss,  Distinctness, 
ami  Hannony,  ii.  y. 

Timpler,  L fil ; Dili ; referred  to  on  whole 
ami  2<12 ; 2<^7  ; ii.  ^ d* 

Titius,  (fOttlicb  (lerhanl,  referred  to  on 
application  of  quantitlc^ition  of  ]>re<li- 
cate  to  the  Hypothetical  I*roiK>«itioii, 
ii.  255  ; liis  dex  trine  of  Conversion  pro- 
ceeils  on  the  doctrine  of  a rjuantiiiril 
prwlicjitc,  27 d ; nuotcsl  on  quantifica- 
tion of  priHlIcatc,  218-D  ; his  doidrine  of 
liyjx)thetical  Sylb>gism  as  proceeding 
on  Ibe  application  of  the  principle  of  a 
quantilieil  prctliuito,  ^2^ ; his  tloc- 
trine  of  Disjunctive  Syllogism,  2H3 ; 
held  l»oth  fonns  niendy  to  l*e  the  mat- 
t4?r  of  regular  Syllogism,  ih.  ; his  <bK*. 
trine  of  tlio  Figure  and  Muo<l  of  Syllo- 
gism, 450-7. 

Tittel,  ii.  114. 

Topic,  employed  by  Aristotle  to  denote  a 
particular  jmrt  of  Logic,  i 8. 

TouHHoint,  ii.  144. 

Tmmceiuitnl  and  TtaTiaccrylcnUil,  their 
original  application,  and  use  by  Kant, 
i.  138. 

Tnindelenburg,  F.  A.,  referred  to  on  tlio 
title  Onjamm  for  the  logical  tn*alim*s 
of  Aristotle,  L 3^  referi^  to  for  the 
(loctrines  of  the  Platonists  anil  Stoics 
on  the  Categories,  201 J 283 ; 305 : ii. 
5 ; his  SjftutpjsU  Oryam  recommended, 
24.5. 

Ih-oxlcr,  L 51j  350 ; ii.  5, 

Truth,  its  division  into  Logical  and  Meta- 
physical, criticiseil,  L 108 ; what,  107  ; 
tomcal  discriminated  from  alisolute, 
1^51.  «Scc  Truth  and  Error,  Doctrine 
of. 

Truth  and  Error,  Doctrine  of,  iL  60-80 ; 
1’ruth  and  Certainty,  what,  61-2 ; 
Truth  is  defined  the  correspondence  or 
agreement  of  a cognition  witli  its  ob- 


ject, 61j  63  ; this  definition  due  to  the 
Hchoohneii,  ^ ; Aquinas  quoUsl  to  this 
effect,  ib.  ; philosophers  agreed  os  to 
the  deBiiitiou  of  truth,  ib.  ; questions 
in  debate  regarding,  — whetlier  truth  lie 
attainable,  and  whether  we  possess  any 
criterion  by  which  we  can  l>e  assured 
of  its  attainments,  for  man  only 
two  kimU  of, — Foniial  and  Real,  I. 
Formal  Truth,  the  harmony  of  Thought 
with  the  fonn  of  Tliought,  ib. ; Formal 
IVuth  of  two  kinds,  — Logical  and 
Mathematical,  64-6  ; II.  Real  Truth, — 
the  harmony  between  a thought  and 
its  matter,  66 : Iteal  and  Formal 

Sciences,  <>6-7  ; Ilow  can  we  know  that 
then*  is  a correspondence  between  our 
thought  and  its  object  ? 67-8 ; subilivi- 
sioiis  of  R*‘al  Truth,  — Metaphysical, 
Psychologiial,  riiysital,  68j  various 
applications  of  the  tcnii  truths  68-9 ; 
the  criterion  of, — the  necessity  deter- 
niined  by  the  laws  whii'h  govern  our 
faculties  of  kiiowldlgc,  61-9  ; Certainty, 
the  ixm.sciousneM  of  this  necessity,  ib.  ; 
truth  considereil  in  relation  to  the  de- 
gree and  kind  of  certainty  is  distin- 
guisheil  as  Knowledge,  Helit-f,  and  Of>i- 
nlon,  61-70 ; Knowleilgc  ami  Belief, — 
their  difference,  TOj  that  the  certainty 
of  all  knowlcilge  is  ultimately  resolvable 
into  a certainty  of  ladief  maintained  by 
Luther,  ib.  ; by  Aristotle,  70-2 ; by  the 
Vlatonists,  7^  by  Davitl  11  nine.  72-3 ; 
the  manifestation  of  Relief  invotvc.s 
knowlfxlge,  7^  Intuition,  what,  ib.  : 
the  question  as  to  the  relation  of  Indief 
nud  Know)e«lge  projK-rly  metaphysical, 
73 ; Pure  and  Empirical  Truth,  distin- 
guishetl,  73-4 ; Error,  its  diameter  and 
sources,  75  ; this  explicaUsl,  75  et  ; 
as  tile  opiKViite  of  truth,  consists  in  a 
want  of  a^ement  between  a thought 
and  its  object,  76 ; distinguished  ns 
material,  ih.  ; os  Formal,  76-7 : when 
closely  scrutinised  U found  to  arise  from 
the  want  of  adeipiate  activity  of  the 
cognitive  faculties,  ^J  diM'riminatoii 
from  Igiinmnce,  77-8 ; from  Illusion, 
78-9  ; see  Error,  Causes  of. 

Tschinibauaen,  L 35. 

Twesten,  L 3^H  : 61  ; 75 ; quoteil  on 

the  naliiro  of  Error,  7<T^;  quoted  on 
Iguoronce,  lUusiou,  &c.,  78-9. 

UlI’Ian,  his  doctrine  of  the  Entliymemc, 
L 391 ; Ills  dcHiiitiuu  of  the  Eorite.x, 
46.*T^ 

Ulrich.  L 261 ; 406 ; quote<l  on  quontifi- 
caiioii  of  predicate,  ii.  32:1. 

Ultra-total  quantification  of  MiildlcTenn, 
Lamlxirt's  doctrine  of,  iL  35f^60 ; this 
doctrine  criticised,  358-9  ; author's  doc- 
trine of,  :t62.5. 

Universal  rro}>ositions,  L 243,  see  Judg- 
ments. 

’Yvrtpor  wportpov^  see  Prol>atioii. 
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Valerius  Maximus  (?),  <|uote<l,  it  21Z 

Valla,  LaurenliuH,  ; ^7 ; first  to 
U3C  the  tcnn  SfriUs  in  ita  present  ap- 
plication, J77  : <^nol€sl  on  Uoiiveraion, 
li.  27tf  ; his  do^nne  of  the  Second  and 
l*hird  ripiruii,  41H.Q. 

Vallius,  PauIus,  quoted  on  Conversion,  it 
277;  215. 

VaHIIas,  ii.  213. 

Versor,  hia  doctrine  of  Induction,  it  374, 

Viclorin,  it  6j  14  ; quotc»l  on  cauoua  of 
Syllofciam,  345-6. 

Victorinus,  hia  doctrine  of  the  Entliy- 
nieme,  L 3P‘2. 

Vtiiuia  Suhiyptumu,  what,  it  133. 

Vives,  Ludovtc\LH,  L 2H2 ; hw  opinion  re- 
garding silent  meditation  os  a tneans 
of  intellectual  improvement  combaU><l 
by  Scaliger,  it  2oS  ; quoted  on  import- 
ance of  teaching  as  a mean  of  aelf-ini- 
provement,  211. 

Voet,  or  Voetius,  Gial>ert,  his  conduct 
cit^l  os  an  instance  of  the  influence  of 
passion  on  opinion,  it  103. 

Vossiua,  Geranl  John,  referred  to  on 
genus  of  Logic,  L 9 ; I'efened  to  for 
scholastic  theories  oftho  object-matter 
of  Logic,  2d  i 5L 

Waitx,  quoted  regarding  Aropuk, 

L ^ llOj  226i  2^  27^  336  : hU 
c<Ution  of  Aristotle's  OrffUTwn  recom- 
mended, it  244. 

Walch,  L ii.  HZ. 

Waldin,  quoted  on  canons  of  Syllogism, 
ii.  3324 

Wallis,  Dr  John,  hia  Institutw  l/Hfxco’^  L 
^ ; referretl  to  on  names  of  projKwi- 
in  Conversion,  263  : referred  to 
on  character  of  llypothetico-Diajunc- 
tive  Syllogism,  35£l ; his  English  version 
of  the  Latin  luuemouics  for  the  four 
kinds  of  propositions,  403. 

Walz,  L m. 

Watts,  Dr  Isaac,  t 3^  his  Loffic,  Z^ 

Wayland,  Dr,  logical  treatises  by,  com- 
mended, it  245. 

WepeUn,  it  ^ 2QZ. 

Weise,  Cniristuui,  employed  (l)efore  Euler) 
circular  diagrams  os  logical  notation,  L 
256. 

Weiss,  Christian,  L 2-39  • quoted  on  ca- 
nons of  Syllogism,  ii.  ;L37-8. 

Werenfolsius,  his  /)€  L/tt/omacAiis  Erudi- 
torum  refemhi  to,  it  148. 

Whately.  Dr,  his  definition  of  Logic  quot- 
o«l  and  criticisetl,  t ^ Ui  12 ; general 
character  of  his  Elrm^^nts  of  I^yjic.,  2ii ; 
his  view  of  Uie  object-matter  and  do- 
main of  Logic,  stated  and  criticised, 
30-33  ; pro{M8cs  to  Logic  different  and 
contradictory  object-matter,  3il  ti  seq. ; 
the  operation  of  Hcasoning  not  the 
object-matter  of  Logic,  as  affirmed  bv, 
31 : erroneously  and  contradictorily 
makes  Language  the  object-matter  of 
Logic,  31-2 ; the  tnie  nature  of  Logic 


more  correctly  understood  by  the  schol- 
astic logicians  than  by,  32-3 ; his  El^'- 
luynis  o/  7^  ii.  245 ; omits  the 

doctrine  of  Concepts  from  his  ElenumU 
of  L 113 ; abusively  employs 

the  terms  Extension  and  Comprehen- 
sion U.S  convertible,  119,  261  ; follows 
Aldrich  in  his  abusive  employment  of 
the  phrase  263  ; his 

abusive  emjduyment  of  the  Uinus  Aypf>- 
thrtical  and  c<mdUUrnalt  236 ; quote*! 
oil  the  motlalit^’  of  pro)>OKitions,  258 ; 
his  doctrine  cnticise<i,  258-9 ; his  re- 
duction of  the  rules  of  Categorical  Syl- 
logism to  six,  305  ; ii.  171. 

Whole  and  Part,  wliat,  L 2U2  ; whole  />cj* 
«,  ami  whole  j)cracculrns,  202-3  ; whole 
per  9e  <livided  into,  1®,  Ix>gical  or  Po- 
tential, 2®,  Metaphysical  or  Actual,  ^ 
Physical,  4®,  Mutheinatical,  5*,  Collec- 
tive, 203-4 ; the  teniis  subject  and  suh- 
jeeiire  as  applied  to  the  JA)gica]  Wliolo 
and  Parts,  ^)4  ; the  term  ^tentuU  as 

2)pUed  to  denote  the  Logical  Whole, 
a ; Lord  MonlxxMo  quot^  on  potm^ 
tini^  205-6 ; Stew'art’s  strictures  on  the 
o.ssage  from  Monl»oddo  rebutte*!,  2Q6  ; 
lonlxxldo  wTong  in  ascribing  the  au- 
thorship and  application  of  the  term 
to  Eugenius,  2Q6  ; Iwth  term 
ami  a)>plication  to  be  found,  with  few 
exceptions,  in  all  the  older  Kystema  of 
Logic,  ib.  * Burgersdyk  quoted  as  an 
exainjile,  ; the  <liffureuce  of  the 
Potential  and  Actual  Whole  noUcetl  by 
Aristotle,  20Z  ; all  reasoning  under  the 
relation  of,  270-71,  301  ; this  relation 
iiiav  be  regarded  indwo  ]>oints  of  view, 
ami  Ums  affords  two  classes  of  Reason- 
ing,— Deductive  end  Inductive,  3<d-2  ; 
ditiiculty  in  connection  with  UvpotE^ 
tictal  SvllogisniH  in  regard  to  tLe  doc- 
trine that  ^1  reasoning  is  either  from 
tile  whole  to  i>art  or  from  the  parts  to 
the  whole, — coiwidere*!  and  obviated, 
355  ei  seq.  ; Antecedent  and  Consequent 
in  H>7>olhoticalR  equal  to  CoinUtiou 
and  Conditioned,  856 ; hence  the  rea- 
son or  condition  must  contain  the  con- 
se*|uent,  356-7  ; the  law  of  Reason  and 
CoiiHe<piont  only  another  expression  of 
Aristotle’s  law,  That  the  whole  is  ne- 
cessarily conceived  as  ]>rior  to  the  jiart, 
357 ; Aristotle’s  law  criticise*!,  357-9 ; 
Whole  and  Parts  respectively  may  be 
\iewod  in  thouglit  either  as  the  con- 
ditioning or  O.S  the  oonditione*!,  358; 
application  of  this  doctrine  to  the  solu- 
tion of  the  difficulty  previously  stated, 
359. 

Wilson,  his  English  metrical  version  of 
the  l.atin  mnemonics  for  the  four  kinds 
of  Propositions,  L 40.3, 

Wolf,  Cnristian,  misapplierl  the  tenns 
IjOffica  doems  and  Lf^gieti  utent,  L 5^9  ; 
his  division  of  Logic  into  Theoretical 
and  Practical,  59j  used  the  pliraMi  ex^ 
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ciusio  mcilii  inter  contradictoria^  91 ; 
called  the  principle  of  Identity  principle 
wn  certitudinis,  92 ; did  not  si^ciently 
diiicriminate  the  principles  of  Identity 
and  Contradiction,  ib. ; his  formula 
for  tlie  law  of  Sufficient  Reason,  94 ; 
blamed  the  schoolmen  for  not  distin* 
^uishlng  reason  ( ratio)  and  ea  use  {causa ), 
%b.  ; attempted  to  demonstrate  the  law 
of  Sufficient  Reason  by  that  of  Contra- 
diction, 05;  quoted  on  Intuitive  and 
S^bolical  l^owled^,  1S4-6 ; 254 ; 
321 ; made  the  inductive  syllogism  de- 
ductive, 324  ; 338  ; 342 ; 367  ; his  re- 
duction of  ^roco,  440  ; ii  13;  166; 
174  ; his  Loffic  recommended,  245. 

Woifians,  some,  distinguished  judgments 
as  Limitative^  i.  254  ; followed  by  Kant, 
ib, ; the  distinction  groundless,  d>. 


Wooley,  Dr,  of  Oxford,  logical  works  by, 
recommended,  it  245. 

Words,  see  Language. 

Wyttenbach,  I^iiel,  i 6 ; Ids  Lopic  re- 
comniendenl,  70,  465,  it  244  ; referred 
to  on  Analysis  and  Synthesis,  144. 

Zabarella,  Jacobus,  referred  to  on  genus 
of  Logic,  i.  9 ; referred  to  for  scholastic 
thcones  of  the  object-matter  of  Logie, 
27 ; quoted  on  import  of  the  term  trvX- 
Aoytvfi^,  279 ; 325  ; 414 ; held  Cesare 
and  Comestres  to  be  the  same  syllogism, 
m,  see  also  iU;  it  3;  5;  167. 

Zeller,  U.  174. 

Zeno,  the  Stoic,  said  by  Laertius  to  have 
purchased  the  knowledge  of  seven  spe- 
cies of  the  argument  Aoyot  for 

two  hundred  mime,  t 463. 
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